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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Ir nezD hardly be said that the conference of 
of provincial law societies-with the Couneil of the. 
Law Society, held on Friday last, decided. to with the 
utmost en the opposition. to. the Lend Bill; and 
by this time the papers relating to. the matter will be in the 
hands of solicitors throughout 
with the profession at large, 
render the = suecessful. 
hand, that the Lord Chancellor. ia, 
way possible, to have the Bill pushed. 
ao during the peate . 3: 
that, if proper steps are _by- 
is not likely to sacoed in ~_ i 
not uring the t Parliam 
cohleg' more will be can of it. 





WHuEN THE const 
is a prospect that 
numerous to provide work for Ww 
Sitting. But until next week, y new cause 
the Chancery Division and the Cuurt of Appeal are mad 
numbers of the cases in, these books cannot be 
ascertained, 





Ox Wepwespay, the 10th inst., the 
Sittings, there were indications in the 

Division that very little business. i 

Only three of the jules tees division 

uno matters. divisions of 

for the vacation on Tuesday, the 

Queen’s Bench Division, on the- oth 

them on ee of more » elias coat ter Ob 
courts, in i to one court being occupied: 

and Oanal Commission. 





We ratint elsewhere a rule of the Supreme-Court 
of the rule of December 10; 1894 (ante, p, 111). 
the proceedings to be taken 
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_ _ trict council. Doubts have risen whether the rule also applies 
to sub-section (2), which relates to questions arising with respect 
to charities. It is now declared that the rule applies only to 

4 sub-section (1). 








We print elsewhere a set of rules under the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, which are identical with the draft 
rules published recently (ante, p. 282). The effect of the first 
rule will be to accelerate the first meetings of creditors and 


“* \{contributories, since it will no longer be necessary to delay 
fhem fill after the company’s statement of affairs has been 
submitted ; and the official receiver consequently will have no 


reason for taking steps in the realization of the assets of the 
company before the conduct of the winding up has been decided 
upon. The second rule enables the court, in cases where the 
meetings of creditors and of contributories have each passed the 
same resolutions or resolutions identical in effect, forthwith 
upon the application of the official receiver to make the appoint- 
ments necessary for giving effect to the resolutions. 











In tHe Bit called the Supreme Court (Officers) Bill, which 
is now before the House of Commons, and was noticed by us 
last week, the Lord Chancellor is empowered to regulate by 
order (a) the number, qualifications, style, classification, duties, 
transfers, and attendance of officers of the Supreme Court; 
(6) the amalgamation of two or more offices, or the distribu- 
tion of the duties of an officer among two or more officers ; 
(ce) holidays, sick leave, and the temporary employment of 
substitutes; and (¢) promotion, succession, age for retirement, 
and removal. The enormous power by these provisions pro- 
posed to be given to a single individual, however exalted his 

osition, are of so autocratic a nature as to give rise to appre- 

ension among some of the officers of the Supreme Court. The 
only saving clause is contained in clause 2 (3), which has an 
exception that any “ order as to retirement or removal is not to 
epply to any officer appointed before the passing of this Act who 
holds office during good behaviour.” The mischief of the Bill 
is that the Lord Chancellor may, without consultation, without 
investigation, and regardless even of unrepealed Acts of Par- 
liament, make orders which may have a most far-reaching 
effect. We print elsewhere a letter from an esteemed cor- 
respondent pointing out in detail what the effect may be. 





THE RECENT contest between Zhe Valkyrie and The Satanita in 
the Law Courts (ante, p. 380) is of even more interest to the 
yachting world than the history of their reepective nautical 
achievements. We think that the decision of the Court of 
Appeal was, under the circumstances, correct. Zhe Valkyrie 
was sunk by the fault of Zhe Satanita in the Clyde, near 
Hunter’s Quay, on the morning of the 5th of July, 1894. The 
two yachts were entered for a race under the rules of the Yacht 
Racing Association. One of these rules provided that the 
owners of competing yachts should pay “all damages” which 
they occasioned. Did this provision deprive the owner of 
The Satanita of the right to limit his liability to £8 per ton of 
the registered tonnage under the Merchant Shipping Act? 
The answer to this question depended upon two issues. First, 
was there any contract between the owners of the two yachts 
which would enable the one to sue the other for a breach of the 
rules of the Association? Mr. Justice Bruce left this point 
open. The Court of Appeal settled it in the affirmative. The 
rival yacht owners undertook no obligation towards the 
Association. The Association had no duty towards them, nor 
any rights against them, in so far as the question of damages 
was concerned. It was only reasonable, therefore, to hold that 
they had contracted with each other. Ieredith v. Wilson (1893, 
69 L. T. 536) and kindred cases justify this conclusion as a 

| pie of a fortiori reasoning. Then, what was the meaning of 
‘‘all damages”? Mr. Justice Bruce held it to signify “all 

es recoverable by law,” and, therefore, not to deprive 
the defendant of the benefit of the Merchant Shipping Act. 
The Oourt of Appeal took the contrary view. Having regard 
to the fact that the competing yachts had to be managed by the 
owners or amateur helmsmen, we entertain little doubt that on 





this point, too, the decision of the appellate tribunal is right. 
In future, however, it might be well to make the ouster of the 
Merchant Shipping Act a trifle more distinct where it is 
ititended to be effected by rules. 





Tue new Patents Bill, which has just been introduced into 
the House of Commons by Mr. Moutron, Sir Rictarp Wensrer, 
and Mr. Hatpang, is a useful, though modest, measure. Its 
main provisions are as follows :—(1) Letters patent are hence- 
forth not to be invalidated by any prior publication of the 
invention contained in them, if (¢) such publication was made 
inadvertently or without the consent or knowledge of the 
patentee; (4) the matter of it was derived from him; and 
(c) he applied for and obtained protection for his invention with 
all reasonable diligence after learning of it, if it came to his 
knowledge. This will obviate-for the future the hardship— 
with which all patent lawyers are familiar—of the defeat of a 
patent by the accidental or fraudulent publication of the in- 
vention prior to the date of the acceptance of the complete 
specification. (2) During the period of provisional protection, an 
inventor may protect ‘‘ developments” of, and “improvements ”’ 
upon, his invention by ‘‘ supplementary provisional specifica- 
tions,” and the plea of ‘‘variance”’ is abolished, both as a ground 
of opposition and (overruling Vickers v. Siddell, 15 App. Cas. 
496) an objection to the valley of a patent. The Patent Office 
has, however, apparently still the right and duty of examining 
into the question of ‘‘ variance.” We trust that its functions in 
this respect will henceforward be imperative, aud not merely, 
as they are at present, directory. (3) An invention is not to be 
invalidated by prior publication of more than fifty years’ 
antiquity. The merit of this provision is too obvious to need 
comment or defence. It has been justified by long experience 
in other countries. (4) A patentee is to be entitled, by a simple 
notice to the Comptroller-General, to disclaim any “ distinct ” 
claim, provided that the disclaimer names at least one distinct 
claim in the specification. The right to put the amended 
specification in evidence is governed by sections 18 and 19 of 
the Patents Acts, 1883 to 1888. (5) In actions for continuing 
infringement the plaintiff may deliver his statement of claim 
and particulars of breaches with his writ, and immediately after 
appearance is entered for the defendant either party may enter 
the case for trial; but no such action is to come on for trial 
until three weeks after the delivery of the defence and particu- 
lars of objections without the plaintiff's consent. The new 
Patents Bill is a good one, and we trust that even in the present 
crowded session time will be found to pass it into law. 





THE THIRD READING of the Land Transfer Bill in the House 
of Lords was postponed until Monday last, when the silence 
which has hitherto prevailed in the various stages of this 
measure was broken by a somewhat lengthened speech by the 
Lord Chancellor. He appears to have been greatly exercised 
by the statement of the President of the Incorporated Law 
Society before the Trusts Committee that “‘ the Land Registry 
was established as a purely voluntary system. In that capacity 
it failed; and, having failed to attract business, the officials 
have induced the Lord Chancellor in seven out of the last nine 
years to bring Bills into Parliament to make the use of the 
registry compulsory in a district to be named, with a view, of 
course, to make it compulsory throughout the country.” 
Upon this the Lord Chancellor remarked that “the Bills 
which I have introduced have not been brought in by me 
at the instance of the officials of the Land Registry. a 
I certainly should not, at the instance of the officials of 
the Land Registry, and with the view of inoreasing the fees 
there, have put myself to the trouble of introducing mea- 
sures such as this, nor should I have dreamed of inviting 
your lordships to pass into law a measure of this importance 
merely that the Sees of the Land Registry might be increased.” We 
must be permitted to point out that the Lord Chancellor has 
failed to observe the terms of the president’s statement. Hedid 
not allege, and, so far as we know, no one has alleged, that the 
Lord Chancellor’s motive in introducing the Bills was “ merely 
that the fees of the Land Registry might be increased.” The 
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allegation is that, personally knowing practically nothing about 
the Gonslas of lead, he and his predecessor have been induced, 
by the representations of the officials of the Land Registry, to 
believe that the transfer of land can be made in substance as 
easy as that of stock, and that an office can be created which 
will transact the business of transfer with greater speed, 
economy, and efficiency than it is transacted under the 
system. We imagine that neither the Lord Chancellor nor his 
predecessor will be able to deny the absolute correctness of this 
statement. One remark made by the Lord Chancellor in the course 
of his speech deserves special attention. He said: “ Although 
I do not for a moment intend to say that the solicitors in their 
opposition are actuated by any conscious self-interest, yet un- 
doubtedly some of them are very fully alive to the impression that 
the result of passing the Bill would be very disadvantageous to them. 
. . « I believe that this impression is exaggerated, but, never- 
theless, one finds in certain quarters those who entertain it.” 
It will be observed that the Lord Chancellor, who. ought. to 
know what is likely to be the effect of the Bill, does not pretend 


to deny that it will be disadvantageous to solicitors. he can 
=f is that he believes that the impression is ‘‘e ated,” 
e ought to hear no more after this of the notion land- 


owners and not solicitors will be the persons who will suffer loss 
in case the measure passes into law. Tho Lord Ohancellor also 
intimated—what was tolerably well known before—that the 
intention is, in the first instance, to try the new system in the 
register counties of Middlesex and Yorkshire, or one of them. 
The staffs of officers for working the measure are, of course, 
in these counties already in existence ; they are the “ fattest” 
hunting grounds to be found for the officials of the Land 
Registry, and it is no doubt supposed that Middlesex and York- 
shire landowners and solicitors, being accustomed to visits to 
the Registry, will object less to the burden intended to be 
imposed on purchasers. We imagine the promoters of the Bill 
will find they are mistaken in this last supposition. 





Tux County Oourrs Act, 1888, s. 74, provides that, by leave 
of the judge or registrar, every action or matter may be com- 
menced in the county court in the district of which “ the cause 
of action or claim wholly or in part arose.” ‘This enactment has 
given rise to various decisions determining what are the facts 
which can really be said to be material to the cause of action. 
Amongst such facts it has been held that non-payment at the 
place of ene designated by the contracting parties must 
certainly be included (orthey v. Gidney, 38 Soxzcrrors’ JourNAL, 


39, O. A.). t for th » sale of goods the 
§ place of business, which 
mmént (7bid.). It 
: of determining 
where the cause of action “ arose,” within the meaning of the 
above enactment, regard must be had to the original default in 
payment at the place of business named in the invoice, notwith- 
standing the rule (as to which see Shepherd’s Touchstone, chap. 
6, p. 136; Fessard v. Mugnier, 18 O. B. N. 8. 286), whic. 
obliges the debtor to see creditor and tender to him the 
money due wherever he may happen to be ‘within the realm of 
England. Some doubt, we understand, prevails in certain 
quarters on this subject, and it has even been a that, 
having regard to the rule just cited, when a or of goods, 
after default made in payment by the vendee, quits the place of 
business given in the invoice for one situate in quite another 
county court district, the cause of action may be said to have 
arisen in this district so as to entitle the vendor to obtain leave 
to sue the vendee there under the enactment in question. We 
venture to think, however, that this position cannot seriously be 
-maintained. Default in payment under a contract is not, in its 
nature, a continuing breach, but, on the contrary, is one which 
cout ohoe and for all, ia other words, the causé of action 
which suc reach of contract confers arises the moment the 
tipulated period of payment has arrived and default has been 
been made. The Statute of Limitations then commences to run, 
and no subsequent omission by the vendee to tender to the 
vendor the purchase-money can constitute a fresh cause of 
action, or prolong the prescribed limit of time within which 
legal panpenetings against the defaulting vendee must be com- 
men r) 
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to settle only the differences not contemplate 
the actual holding by himself of any shares which are bought, 
atiey himself of 







a er ial he essence 0: nd wager- 
ing, said Corron, L.J., in Thacker vy. Hardy, “is one party 
is to win and the other to lose upon a future event, which at the 
time of the contract is of an nature—that is to say, if 
the event turns out one way A. will lose, but if it turns out the 
other way he will win.” But under the circumstances described 
above, which occurred both in Zhacker v. Hardy and in Forget v. 
Ostigny, the principal and the broker are not in this 

ition with regard to each other, nor is either of them placed 
in any such position with regard to the jobbers with whom the 
broker deals, As d the jobber the 
transactions are perfectly bond The jo y knows 

t contracts are being en’ in the usual course of busi- 
ness which he will be able to enforce the broker. He 
has no knowledge that the broker's principal is a mere 
speculator, And as+between the principal and broker, it is | 
the former only who stands either to lose or win to 
the result of the transactions. » broke: Or 
the extent of 
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There are Case deed, in which specu ation in 
differences has been, held to be gaming and y but 
rye oe etwe “y ge rity sgt et inf 
the transactions are between two see j 
Thacker v. Hardy). On neither side is there pe any intention 


actually to buy or, sell, and consequently the payment of the 
difference on the transactions simply means a gain to one party Z 
ent. 


and a loss to the other according to a future uncertain ev 
But as between principal and broker this is not the case, and 
neither the Gaming Act in this 
article of the, Canatien SA. maar L 
peinsipal in rempent of S09, CPNENEER: Soe rene Ho wer 
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& 56 Vict. c. 62), as revealed by the case of Hammond ¥- 1 ylalord 
(ante, p. 181; 1895, a Fen has capibyet tails to 4 
Act which has just if any em 

exhibited the notice required by: section 4 of the’Bhop Hours 
Act, 1892, he is liable to a 


referring to section 4 of the 
notice is. The section provides that Xe Beton Eape Hel yom 


a young person is employed a notice shall be kept exhibited by 
the wiielapet a a i referring to the provisions 


of the Act, and stating the number of oe 
i bre Beton, Rent oetage om ghee pies 


which 
and e in tation clause a means & 
va ix Pore of eighteen years. Now this ‘section no 


fine or ity for a breach of its re ee ee 
made in the case of Hammond vy. to import into 
section _ fine imposed by roa aie’, P tacy wana 
imposed when a young a 

to the provi of the Act. The n in that case was that © 
the failure to exhibit the notice d'by section 4-was hot an 
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decision was correct, and that the omission 
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that the notice must be in a conspicuous place ; it must refer to 
the provisions of the Act, and it must state the number of hours 
in the week during which young persons may be employed in 
the shop. 





Tuere 1s only one point which calls for notice in the QuEENs- 
BERRY libel case, and it is an incidental one—viz., the fresh 
evidence which it afforded of the necessi ii_amend- 
ment 0 s Act j tina 


tas will enable the defendan 
Or criminal libel to go into evidence of justification 
the prosecutor in the recent case 


the police-court stage of the pro- 
ceedings, the case would probably never have got the length of 
the Old Bailey. Moreover, while the decision in Reg. v. Carden 
(5 Q. B. D. 1), precluding magistrates from hearing evide 
in support of a plea of justification in a prosecution for criminal 
libel, is satisfactory enough as an interpretation of Lord 
Campbell’s Act, it neither offers, nor in our opinion contains, 
any reason against such an amendment of that statute as will 
enable a defendant in a prosecution for criminal libel to get his 
witnesses as to justification or privilege called and bound over, 
or their evidence perpetuated. 









A CHANGING PROCEDURE. 


We made the observation last week that the profession would 
view with perfect complacency the postponement of the revision 
of the rules to the Greek Kalends. We may add, further, 
that if a newly-revised code of Rules of Court is issued at a 
time when in several departments of procedure changes are 
brewing which will necessitate the supplementing of the revised 
code by subsequent batches of new rules, the {-cling of the 
profession will be quite the opposite of a complacent one. The 
quéstion of service out of the jurisdiction of documents other 
than writs of summons is awaiting the reconsideration of the 
Rule Committee, and in our humble opinion, moreover, the 
committee will do well to postpone revision until the practice on 
the Queen’s Bench side has had time to adapt itself to the new 
environment created for it by the Judicature Act, 1894. Under 
the influence of that Act the practice of Queen’s Bench 
chambers appears to be drifting on a sea of uncertainty, and 
it would be most undesirable to issue a complete new code of 
Rules of Court at atime when the work of judges’ chambers 
is in a state of transition probably leading up to fresh changes 
and new rules. 

Last week we reported a case of Black v. Dawson (ante, p. 380) 
which raised a question under the Sudicaturé Act, 1594, s. 1 (4), 
commonly called the “ practice and procedure section.” The 
judge in chambers gavo leave to serve a writ of summons out of 
the juriediction, and the writ was served accordingly. Sub- 
sequently the defendant moved the Divisional Court under ord. 
12, r. 30, to set aside the service and discharge the order to 
serve. He was perfectly within his right in doing this, for the 
rule says that a defendant may without appearing “ serve 
notice of motion to set aside service of the writ or notice of the 
writ, or to discharge the order authorizing such service.” The 
Divisional Court held that this was an appeal ona matter of 
practice and procedure, and therefore must go to the Court of 
Appeal. The mere fact of such a decision being given shews 
thut the Divisional Court felt itself in a difficulty, for it is well 
established that a motion to set aside an order ma is 
not i eal, . éed, commonly made to 
the judge who made the order. The Court of Appeal was as 
ak wzzled as the Divisional Court, for it found itself face to 
face with an original notice of motion, which, being without 
onigeenl jurisdiction in Queen’s Bencl: actions, it was powerless 
to hear, After a consultation between both divisions of the 
Court of Appeal, it was decided that the application must first be 
made by summons before the judge in chambers, and could only 
be brought to the Court of Appeal by way of appeal from his 
decision. In other words, the learned judges Hi § the aforesaid 


sea of uncertainty so difficult to navigate that they deemed it 
necessary to lighten the ship by pitching overboard ord. 12, r. 
30. Happily the capacious internal requirements of the Chan- 











cery Division were at hand to rescue that rule from the dark 
waters of oblivion. In the Chancery Division an application 


to ide service of a writ is made by motion, and cangot 
in fact be e otherwise. regards actions in the Queen’s 
ench Division, however, tho rule is now entirely wrong and 


misleading. It tells parties they may apply by notice of motion, 
whereas the fact now is that if they do so apply there is no court 
which has jurisdiction to hear them. 

But the case of Black v. Dawson has a wider significance. It 
shews that the system of chamber work on the Queen’s Bench 
side has been shaken by the Judicature Act of 1894 to an extent 
which cannot at present be accurately gauged. On a previous 
occasion (ante, p. 340) we called attention to the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Hood Barrs v. Cathcart (ante, p. 282), where 
it was held that the judge in chambers had no longer power to 
refer any question coming before him to be argued in court. 
He must make bricks without straw. However complicated or 
difficult the question before him may be; however necessary he 
may consider it that the point should be argued in court before 
it is decided ; however unsuitable to its proper determination he rl 
may find the hurry and bustle of chamber business, he must 
decide it. The reason is obvious. The Divisional Court has no 
longer any jurisdiction to deal with “ practice and procedure,” 
and the Court of Appeal, which has taken it over, has no 
original jurisdiction except in Lunacy, and, in the legal inter- 
pretation of the term at any rate, the provision contained in the 
Judicature Act, 1894, s. 1 (4), cannot be considered as Lunacy. 


At the same time that this power to refer to the court has been | 
taken away from the judge in chambers, such questions as the 7. 
appointment of receiver (Hood Barrs v. Catheart- TT Times Rep. 
262, which presumably carries with it the granting or refusing 


of i , since both are included in the Judicature Act, 
1873, s. 25, sub-section 8, and in the Judicature Act, 1894, s, 1 
(4), (ii.) ), and the =the aside of service out of the Jurisdiction 
(Black v. Dawson, supra) have been held to be matters of ‘‘ practice ““* 
and procedure’ within The Judicature Act, 1694, s. 1 cr The % 
Divisional Court, therefore, has no longer any jurisdiction todeal “/ 
with them. When we consider that the original jurisdiction of 
the Divisional Court with regard to receivers and injunctions 
has been taken away, and the compulsory duty of deciding the 
important questions involved in such applications has been 
imposed upon the jadge in chambers by the Court of Appeal, 
without any direct statutory enactment depriving the Divisional 
Court of jurisdiction, it is imposible not to feel that questions 
have thereby been raised which have greatly unsettled procedure 

in judges’ chambers. We are still labouring under a changing 
procedure on the Queen’s Bench side, and we hope the old adage 
about the unwisdom of swopping horses while crossing the stream 
will be borne in mind by the Rule Committee when they come 

to consider the questiva of re-issuing the rules in a revised 
form. 





“ 


/radh 


2 £20 om t @ o> > MO bee oe ae 


—~_— 








= of 

P. 

NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS AND THE DOCTRINE ch 
OF NEGLIGENCE. : 

I. 41 

THe judgments delivered by the Court of Appeal (Lord Esuzn, Seki e8' 
M.R., and Lorzs and Ricsy, L.JJ.) in shel v. Lord Londes- | © up 
borough (43 W. R. 331) reveal an imporfant difference of opinion “er? is. 
as to the liability of the acceptor of a bill of exchange to sub- th: 
sequent holders. The action was to recover £3,500 on a bill of sta 
exchange drawn by F. O. 8S. Sanpers and accepted by the ot] 
defendant, the plaintiff being the holder of the bill in good cu 
faith and for value. When the defendant accepted the bill it che 
was a bill for £500 only, and afterwards, before indorsement, the 
it was fraudulently altered by the drawer into a bill for £3,500. N. 
The bill bore a £2 stamp, sufficient to cover £4,000, and the las 
drawer had made’ the alteration of the amount of the bill an cas 
easy matter by leaving suitable spaces in the body of the bill, or. 
where the amount was stated in words, and by leaving a space rul 
between the sign “ £” and the figures ‘‘ 500” in the corner of con 
the bill. The exact form of the bill as drawn for acceptance, I 
and as altered after acceptance, can be readily understood from In 
the report. The plaintiff claimed to recover the whole £3,500 Bu 
from the defendant, on the ground that the latter was estopped the 
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from alleging the alterations by reason of his negligence in 
ting the bill in the form in which he accepted it, and on 
the bill stamp on which it was drawn. 

To say that the defendant was estopped from setting up the 
atineitiesia against the plaintiff is pas re to saying that he 
owed a ag | to the plaintiff, that by his negligent acceptance 
the bill he had committed a breach of the duty, and that he was 
consequently liable to compensate the plaintiff. The case accord 
ingly was treated as raising, first, the question whether the 
acceptor of a bill of exchange owes any duty to subsequent 
holders not to be negligent in respect of his acceptance of the 
bill. Assumin 
questions, whether the defendant had been in fact negligent, 
and whether the negligence was the proximate cause of the 
plaintiffs loss, Cuantes, J., answered the first question in the 
affirmative, but he held that there was in fact no negligence, 
and, under section 64 (1) of the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, he 
allowed the plaintiff to recover only £500, the amount of the 
bill when accepted. In the Court of Appeal Lord Esuzr 
and Ricsy, L.J., answered all three questions in the negative. 
There was no duty not to accept negligently ; if there was, there 
was no negligence; and if there was negligence, it was not the 
proximate cause of the loss. Lorzs, L.J., on the other hand, 
agreed with Cmartzs, J., in holding there was a duty, but he 
also held that the acceptor had been negligent, and that his 
negligence was the proximate cause of the loss. Seng van & 
he was of opinion that judgment should be entered for the 
plaintiff for £3,500. In the result the decision of Cuar.zs, J., 
was affirmed. 

The case which is chiefly relied on as shewing the existence 
of a duty under such circumstances as the present is qn ¥ 
Grote (4 Bing. 253). A customer of a bank gave his wife 
cheques signed by himself, requesting his wife to fill up the 
blanks according to the requirements of his business. She 
caused one to be filled up for the sum of £52 2s., but this was 
done in such a manner that it was easy for the 52 to be turned 
into 352. She delivered the cheque to her husband’s clerk to 
be cashed. The clerk made the alteration, and received £352 2s, 
from the bank. The bankers subsequently sought to debit the 
customer with the full amount, and, the customer objecting, the 
matter was referred to an arbitrator. He found that the 
customer had been guilty of gross negli and that he ag 
to make good to the bankers the loss they had sustained. Hii 
conclusion was brought before the Court of Common Pleas for 
review, and was unanimously supported. It was agreed that 
the customer was to blame, and that upon him, uently, 
the loss ought to fall. ‘‘ We decide here,” said Bzsr, OF +» “on 
the ground that the banker has been misled by want of proper 
caution on the part of the customer.” 

The aes underlying Young v. Grote has been the subject 
of much discussion. In Rodarte y. Tucker (16 Q. B. 579 
Parke, B., said that the customer had, by signing a b 
cheque, given authority to any person into whose hands it was 
to fall, to fill it up in whatever way the blank permitted. In 
Bank of Ireland v. Trustees of Evans’ Charities (5 H. L. OC, 
413) Lord Oranwortn, ©., put the case upon the ground of 
estoppel. ‘‘The case of Young v. Grote,” he observed, “‘ went 
upon the ground (whether correctly arrived at in point of fact 
is immaterial) that the paiens there was —. from saying 
that he did Nig D b. e cheque for £350; if the cireum- 
stances are such, whether arising from negligence or from any 
other cause, that, as between the customer and his banker, tho 
customer is estopped from ~ ig hee he did not sign the 
cheque for a particular amoun t, as between them, is just 
the same as if he had signed it,” In Zz parte Swan (7 0. B. 
N. 8. 446) Writs, J., after referring, inter alia, to the two 
last-mentioned cases, said that it seemed doubtful whether the 
cases as to the liability of a man who signs a blank bill or note 
or cheque were founded on the doctrine of on a 
rule of the law merchant that an actual is 
conferred on the person in whose hands the instrument is. 

Estoppel and implied authority are at best technical 


grounds. 
In Swan v. North ae Australasian Co, (2 H. & C., p. 182) 
Buacksurn, J.;eterr e broader ground... that 
the person putting in circulation a bill of exchange does, by the 


of | having no voucher to justify 


such duty to exist, there were the further | » 
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reasonable 
i it”; and in the same case 


alterations 


possi ried of fraudulent 

(ibid, 190) Cocxavay, 
O.J., pointed out that while, under circumstances such as. those 
in Young v. Grote, the customer would be entitled to 
from the banker the amount paid on the cheque, th 
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appl tion of one of those principles which 
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U. BP. D., p. 587). 
( B. D ) Lord Esxer, then 
Brett, L.J., said that the observations made by the House of 
Lords in the case of Bank of Ireland v. Trustees of Evans’ Charities 
(supra) had ay emery at as an rypom ~ as was 
inted out b » in present case LICITORS 
OURNAL, 619), the remark seems to be erroneous. Lord Onan 
WoRTH, indeed, expressly said that the case appeared to have 
been Dae sonia In pen st N meen 
ci ew a person who signs anegotiable instrumen 
the intention that it shall be delivered to a series of 
incur a duty to those persons not to a of 
reference to the form of the i ¢ even 
Lord agate tty se. Fs under circumstances s1 
those in Young v. Grote and in the et. She late St 
not to the negligence, but to the uent of the person 
who fraudulently fills up or alters the inst 
to have thought that the doctrine of — 
a safer ground for supporting the 
This, however, was not the ground on 
decided, and Lost Rati eet ase tae ae 
cited as an authority. At the same time the itself has 
been received with general | 
lying it is not of general it 
some ial ground for limiting it to ‘ 
customer, or rather of princi So This 
suggested by the judgment of Rresy, L.J. 
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real estate.” These amendments were added to the Bill as sub- 
sections (4) and (5) at the end of clause 7. 

STanNaRIEs CourT.—The Stannaries Court (Abolition) Bill, intro- 
duced by the Lord Chancellor, provides that on the commencement of 
’ the Act the Court of the Vice- Warden of the Stannaries shall cease to 

exist, except for the purpose of continuing and concluding F nero a 
pending in the court at that date, and all jurisdiction and powers of 
the court and its officers shall, except as aforesaid, be transferred to 
and vested in such of the cae courts as the Lord Chancellor may 
by order direct, and be exercised subject to and in accordance with 
rules of court for regulating the procedure in county courts. Provi- 
sion may be made by order of the Lord Chancellor, inter alia, for 
transferring to a county court any proceedings pending in the 
Stannaries Court at the commencement of the Act, and with respect 
to the custody of any records which at that date are under the custody 
of the court (clause 1). Clause 2 makes provision with respect to 
pensions for the Vice-Warden and officers of the court. In moving 
the second reading of the Bill, the Lord Chancellor said it had been 
suggested that it might be desirable to make special provisions with 

to the hearing of mining cases after the business of the 
Stannaries Court was transferred to the county courts, and he 
promised to see what could be done as to this. The Bill was read a 
second time. 

Law or EvipENce.—The Lord Chancellor's Evidence in Criminal 
Cases Bill has been read a third time in the House of Lords. 

Royat AssENT.—On the 9th inst. the Royal assent was given to 


the Shop Hours and Army Annual Acis, and to several local and 
private Acts. 








REVIEWS. 
THE LAW RELATING TO CHILDREN. 


THe LAW RELATING TO CHILDREN AND Younc Persons. By 
JosEPH BripcEes Martruews, Solicitor, assisted by ARTHUR 
ARROWSMITH MAunD, Solicitor. (Sweet & Maxwell, Limited.) 


Mr. Matthews points out in the preface to this book that the 
statute law relating to children and young persons is scattered 
through a very large number of Acts of Parliament, many of which 
contain only one or two sections pertinent to the subject. His aim 
has been to collect in a convenient form all the enactments and 
decided cases on the subject, including the Prevention of Cruelty 
to Children Act, 1894, for the use not only of the profession, but also 
of other persons who may be interested in setting in motion the laws 
for the protection of children and young persons. The book com- 
mences with the text of the Act of 1894, and then numerous other 
statutes are collected, in whole or in part, under convenient heads, 
notably the Criminal Law Amendment Act, 1885, the Offences 
against the Person Act, 1861, the Betting and Loans (Infants) Act, 
1892, the Factory and Workshop Acts, 1878, 1883, and 1891, the 
Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, and the statutes relating to the 
guardianship and custody of infants. In connection with these last 
statutes a useful summary is given of the law with respect to the 
guardianship both of legitimate and illegitimate children, and the 
statutes throughout the book are carefully annotated. Mr. Matthews 
has performed a useful task in thus rendering the statute and case 
law as to the protection of children easy of access. 





COPYHOLD ENFRANCHISEMENT. 


Tue Law As To CopyHotp ENFRANCHISEMENT UNDER THE CoPy- 
HOLD AcT, 1894: ConTAINING THE TEXT OF THE ACT WITH 
EXPLANATORY NoTEs, COMPARATIVE TABLES OF REPEALED 
STATUTES, MInuTES oF THE BOARD OF AGRICULTURE, SCALES OF 
COMPENSATION, NumMERovs Forms, AnD A FuLt ANALYTICAL 
InpEx. Ry ArTuur REGINALD RUDALL, of the Middle Temple, 
and JamMEs WILLIAM Greic, LL.B., B.A. Lond., of Lincoln’s-inn. 
(Jordan & Sons.) 


Messrs. Rudall and Greig, who have already produced together a 
useful treatise on the Trustee Act, 1893, have ad ected in P ag resent 
work the information necessary for making use of the Copyhold Act, 
1894. The Copyhold Act, 1887, introduced numerous amendments 
into the law of enfranchisement, but it left the earlier statutes still 
in operation, and many of their provisions were long and clumsy. 
The work of consolidation was accomplished last year, and the task 
of effecting an enfranchisement has been thereby greatly facilitated. 
The first part of the present volume consists of the text of the Act 
with numerous notes, and this is followed by tables shewing the 
relation between the Act and the repealed statutes. The latter part 
of the book consists of a series of fifty-one forms for use under the 
Act. The authors have obviously devoted much care to making the 
work complete, and it will be found to be a useful and convenient 
guide to enfranchisement. 


RULING CASES. 


Ruiine Cases. Arranged, Annotated, and Edited by RosBerr 
CAMPBELL, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, Advocate of the Scotch Bar, 
and late Fellow of Trinity Hall, Cambridge. Assisted by other 
Members of the Bar. With American Notes by Invina Brownz, 
formerly Editor of the American Reports and the Albany Law 
Journal. Vol. III.: Ancient Light—Banker. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

The third volume of ‘‘ Ruling Cases” contains several interesting 
and important headings. Under “Ancient Light” the rules now 
governing the acquisition of a right to oe enjoyment of light A 
shewn the reports of Tapling v. Jones an ey Vv. ser, while 
other fi. Nant“ yet tee of quite wt 6 Ph here 
clearly and conveniently in a note. The decision of Lord Cranworth, 
C., in ~~ v. _ is given in illustration of the principle that the 
owner of a right of ancient light is entitled to all the light which 
he has anciently enjoyed, and not only to sufficient light for his 
purposes at the time of complaint ; and Newson v. r is inserted 
with reference to the rule as to the balance of convenience in grant- 
ing an injunction. The heading “Animal” contains a varied 
assortment of rules and illustrative cases. Mr. Campbell begins 
with property in game, and uses Blades v. Higgs to support the rule 
that game started and killed by a trespasser on the land of A. vests 
in A., and not in the trespasser; while if it is chased into the land of 
B., and there killed, it probably vests in B. After this case, adverse to 
the poacher, comes Gundry v. ham, the authority which till 1878 
was the legal supporf of fox hunting. Inasmuch, however, as it rested 
solely on the averment that hunting was the only means of killing 
the noxious animal in question, it is now merely of antiquarian 
interest, and since Paul v. Summerhayes fox hunting exists by suffer- 
ance. The customs of the whale fishery with respect to the acqui- 
sition of property in whales are discussed in Aberdeen Arctic Co. v. 
Sutter, a House of Lords appeal from Scotland, and then a topic of 
more general interest is introduced in May v. Burdett, which deals 
with mischief done by a monkey, and ¢onsideréd ™m the subsequent 
note which applies the rule of scienter to elephants, bulls, and dogs. 
The subject seems to have received a good deal of judicial notice in 
America, for it draws from Mr. Irving Browne an unusually long 
array of cases. Pigs and implied warranty against infectious 
disease, and bullocks and damage received in transit through inherent 
vice, are next discussed in Ward v. Hobbs and Blower v. Great Western 
poe respectively, and the heading appropriately closes wi 
Murphy v. Manning and the R.S8.P.C.A. Mr. Browne’s note reveals the 
fact that among American statutes on cruelty to animals is one in Mas- 
sachusetts against mutilating live lobsters by severing their tails ; one 
in Illinois against docking horses; and one in Vermont against trap- 
shooting of live pigeons; while, on the other hand, in New York it 
is a misdemeanour to feed sparrows. Seven cases are given under 
“ Annuity,” and under ‘‘ Anticipation (Restraint on)” Mr. Campbell 
prints Tullett v. Armstrong and adds a lengthy note bringing the law 
down to the ‘present time. Other OP Olgaton pgs am 
‘* Appeal,” ‘‘ Appropriation of Payments” layton’s case), ‘* Arbi- 
tration,” under Tyhigh title reports of eighteen cases are given, and 
“ Banker.” The last heading has twelve cases, including She/ield v. 
London-Joint Stock Bank, Robarts v. Tucker, and Bank of Engtand 

. Vaghano. In the pres@ft-Yolume the original paging of the 
reports is noted in accordance with a promise given in the 
preface to Volume II., and the utility of the series is thereby 
increased. 





CHARTER-PARTIES, 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF CHARTER-PATIES. By EUGENE 
LxGGETT, Solicitor and Notary Public. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The law that relates to contracts of affreightment has received 
considerable development within recent years. The improvements in 
shipping and in maritime science, particularly in the introduction and 
general adoption of steam-power for water carriage, has resulted in 
vast changes in the relations of charterers and shipowners, and has 
tended to bring about numerous alterations in the terms of charter- 
parties. The excepted risks have been extended, and the authority 
of the Master has, as a general rule, been curtailed; for, as the 

iod of voyages has become shorter and more certain, the necessity 
soap rho the master a free hand has not been so much felt. More- 
over, as each new trade arises, it is usually found necessary to frame 
special clauses adapted to its requirements. Thus a constant supply 
of matter for judicial decision has been afforded, and a large num 
of cases were awaiting the pen of the text-book writer. 

Mr. Leggett, though not the first in the field, has produced a 
treatise in which he has very thoroughly gone into the nature of 
charter-parties, and the law relating thereto. The book forms a 


supplement to an earlier treatise on bills of lading written by the 





same author. In the present volume attention has been especially 
' directed to the judicial interpretation of tbe various clauses usually 
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inserted in the contract. The author has illustrated his statement of 
the law by setting out decided cases and by copious quotations from 
the judgments in them. Though this course naturally tends to 
increase the bulk of the volume, it makes it far more interesting 
reading, and may save the practitioner a troublesome search among 
the authorities for the sake of ascertaining the true limits of the 
doctrines referred to in the text. The book contains examples of a 
few of the more common forms of charter-parties. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Mr. Serjeant Stephen’s New Commentaries on the Laws of Eng- 
land. By His Honour Judge SrterpHen. Twelfth Edition. 
Thoroughly Revised and Modernized, and Brought Down to the 
Present Time. In 4 Vols. Butterworths, 


A Summary on the Law and Practice in the Ecclesiastical Courts. 
By T. Eustace Situ, Barrister-at-Law. Fourth Edition. Stevens 
& Haynes, 

Contempt of Court, Committal and Attachment, and Arrest upon 
Civil Process in the Supreme Court of Judicature. With the Practice 
and Forms. By JamMEs Francis Oswa.p,:.Q.C. Second Edition. 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


SERVICE OUT OF THE JURISDICTION OF NOTICE OF ORDER 
ON ORIGINATING SUMMONS. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—In my letter which you were good enough to publish a week 
ago there occurred a clerical error in speaking of the practice which 
has, to my knowledge, prevailed in the Palatine Court of Lancaster 
for the last three years. It should have been for the last thirty 

ears. 
. If you will allow me to say so, I fully agree with the views which 
you have so forcibly expressed as to the immediate necessity of the 
Rule Committee giving their attention to the matter. 

In the meantime, can you, sir, or any of your readers, answer the 
question asked in my last letter, or tell us what course we ought to 
pursue when serving notice on parties out of the jurisdiction of a 
judgment founded on an originating summons P 

Liverpool, April 8. ArTHoUR 8. MATHER. 


[We hope hereafter to be able to obtain an answer to our corre- 
spondent’s question.—Eb. 8. J.] 





SUPREME COURT (OFFICERS) BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—There is a Bill which was brought in and ordered to be 
rinted on the 25th of March last, intituled “Supreme Court 
Officers) Bill,” to which, as a solicitor, I most strongly object, 
ause its effect would be to land over the officers of the court, 
whether registrars, chief clerks, or Chancery taxing masters, and who 
are always solicitors, to the operation of section 2, whereby it is 
calmly proposed to give powers to the Lord Chancellor alone, without 
assistance from, or any reference to, the other judges of the 
Supreme Court of Judicature, to make orders with respect to and 
affecting all the officers of the Supreme Court regulating the matters 
under sub-sections (a), (b), (c), and (d) of section 2 (which are as 
follows) :— 
‘‘(a) The number, qualifications, style, classification, duties, 
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and no one 
mae, watever Me keer te ae ae ab ee ae 
vast an -reaching powers as is Bill it is proposed ve 
the Lord Chancellor. x i 

And no such powers should be given to the Treasury as are pro- 





dion: hes often bien 


which ) pro. 
I hope will be opposed now. 


opposed, No oné j 


by this Bill. The salaries of the pri 


suitors, and the salaries, qualifications, and pensions of such officers 
should not be disturbed, and should always be such as to attract 
suitable men for the posts they fill; and the judges before whom 
these suitors come should be the persons to make, or, at all events, to 
join in making, rules or orders affecting the officers working under 
them, and the suitors who appear before them. 

The above does not all my objections to this, to me, 
obnoxious Bill, but I wish to draw the attention of solicitors to the 
Bill, that they may make themselves acquainted with its provisions 
and their views known to their representatives in Parliament with a 
view to its being effectually opposed. It may be purchased at the 
Queen’s printers for one penny. ; 

With this object in view, I shall feel obliged if you will kindly 
insert this letter in your next issue. JAMES RAWLINSON, 

Upper Holloway, N., April 3. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
GENERAL RULES MADE PURSUANT TO SECTION 26 OF THE 
COMPANIES (WINDING-UP) ACT, 1890, 


1. Time for holding first meetings.) Rule 45 of the Companies 
Winding-up Rules, 1890 (providing that the first meetings of 
creditors and contributories shall not be held until the Company’s 
Statement of Affairs has been submitted) is hereby annulled, 

2. Meetings of creditors and contributories.| Sub-section 2 of Rule 
63 of the Companies Winding-u Rules, 1890, is hereby annulled, 
and instead thereof the following Rule, which may be cited as Rule 63 
(2a), shall have effect :— ‘ 

Upon _the result of the meetings of creditors qpnteentanice 
being reported to the Court. if » Court may, _] he meeting 0 

creditors and the meeting of contribu have each passed the 
esolutions passed at the two meetings are 





same resoluuons, Or it the 

identical 1m elect, upon the app icati on of the Officia Recel ‘orth- 
WILD Make the ppoin time! aCe riving’ erect ve such 
resolutions. ifr any other case the Dour! hall, on the pplication 


a y - 
by tie Utiicial Receiver, fix a day for considering the resolutions and 
determinations of the meetin iding differences (if any), and 
making such appointments orders as be necessary, 

3. Commencement.] These Rules shall come into op on the 
23rd day of April 1895, and shall apply to every winding up of a 
company under an Order of the made on or after the same 
da: 


z. Citation.] These Rules may be cited as the Companies Winding- 

up Rules, 1895. 

Dated the 2nd day of April, 1895. 
(Signed) HERScHELL, C. 


Signed James Bryce, 
: D cident of the Board of Trade. 


RULE OF THE achbiaeaee Mae ig hae GOVERNMENT 
I 
’ 


QUESTIONS FOR THE HicH CouRT UNDER SECTION 70 (1). 


Whereas, doubts have ing the application of the Rule 
of the Supreme Court (December 10, 1804) as to Cage oy submitted 


transfers, and attendance of those officers ; and H Court ustice seventieth 
“*(b) The amalgamation of two or more offices, or the distribution a f tage Government rhe 1894, it is icone declared 

of the duties of an officer re | two or more officers ; and thah the ont Rule a only to the first sub-section of that section. 

a (°) ibd sick leave, and the temporary employment of sub- Signed and certified to be urgent, i 6th, te 
‘“‘(d) Promotion, succession, age for retirement, and removal.’ (Signed) RUSSELL OF Kitowen, CJ. 
Under (a) the qualifications might be quite altered ; the Lord Chan- A. L. Sura, LJ. 

cellor might under it take away all the appointments at t held ArrHuR CH J 

by solicitors of long standing and ience, and give over to R. B, Fuvnay. 

barristers of little or no standing; but, of whatever standing the bar- Joun HunrEr. 


risters might be, it would be monstrous to take the offices away from 
one branch of the profession to give them to the other, which is what 
would possibly take place if the Act were passed. Again, under it it 
would Fe possible to appoint non-professional men—neither solicitors 











nor barristers—to the offices now held by men. Under | ‘ manner inconvenience 
(b), in a very simple and disguised way the am ion of two or be apne d Comey Lebron 4 of wes to quack 
more offices is dealt with as a little matter requiring regulation by ts Moe 9 nop A that the lords such 
the Lord Chancellor as to the offices and the in them, and the | Sommittee :--The Lord Chancellor, ee erals of Gallsbury, the att of 
attention of the Treasury as to the salaries, &c. This would enable | Morley, Lc and Lord Thring; that such committee have 
the Lord Chancellor by order to amalgamate the offices of the Chan- | power ‘ House of Commons in the 
cery taxing masters, the chief clerks, and the i 


officers of the 
upreme Court are entirely or mainly paid out of the fees paid by 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
FLOOD v. JACKSON—No. 1, 4th April. 


Traps Unton—Mauicrovsty rrocurrnc DismissAL From EmpLloyMEnt— 
CIoUsLY INDUCING Promise not To Emptoy—Intrent To Insure 
Puatntivrr—Acrronante Wrono. 


This was an application by the defendant Allen for a new trial of an action 
tried before Kennedy, J., with a jury, or for judgment, and an appeal by 
the tiffs from the judgment of Kennedy, J. The action was brought 


-. by two members of the Shipwrights’ Union against three members of the 


] 


’ and Iron and Steel Shipbuilders’ Society to recover damages 
ici ducing a comp: called the Glenga Co 


lire. Te reagauarters o he Boilerm eTs’ Socie 
castle. The defendant Jackson was the chairman of the society, and the 
defendant Knight was the general secre ; both the said defendants were 
resident at Newcastle. The defendant Allen was the London delegate of 
the society. The Glengall Tron Co. carried on business as ship repairers 
port of London. In April, 1894, the two plaintiffs came to the 
company’s yard and were engaged to do woodwork on a ship which was 
then in ae dock. They were immediately recognized by some members 
of the Boilermakers’ Society, who were engaged in ironwork in the same 
yard, as being men who had some time previously been doing ironwork in 
another yard. The boilermakers, after talking the matter over, deter- 
mined to send for Allen, their delegate. Allen accordingly came to the 
yard, and, after conferring with the ironworkers, he raw the manager of 
the Glengall Co. and told him that, if the plaintiffs were not discharged, 
all the ironworkers would stop work. It appeared that the view of the 
Boilermakers’ Society was that all ironwork about a ship ought to 
be done by boilermakers exclusively, and that shipwrights ought 
only to be employed. on woodwork. It was stated that this prac- 
tice was prevalent in the North, and was also followed in the Glen- 
Co.'s In_consequence of Allen’s statement to the manager 
























two Rea fromthe company’s employment. 

Te A a en, in What he had done, liad acted as 
the t of the Boilermakers’ Society, and that therefore the other 
def ts as well as Allen were liable. The jury found, first, that 


Allen maliciously induced the Glengall Iron Co. to cease to employ the 
— and to undertake not to employ them in the future; secondly, 

neither of the other two defendants authorized what Allen did; 
thirdly, that, according to the practice of the Boilermakers’ Union, the 
settlement of such a dispute as had arisen between the plaintiffs and the 
members of the union would be left to Allen to settle at his discretion. 
They assessed the at £20 for each plaintiff. Kennedy, J., after 
reserving the case for further consideration, directed that judgment should 
be entered for the plaintiffs against Allen for £40 and costs, but held that 
the action failed as against Jackson and Knight, and directed that 
judgment should be entered for them, with costs. The following cases 
were cited before the Court of Appeal: Bowen vy. Hall (29 W. R. 367, 6 
Q. B.D. 333), ussell (41 WR. 565; 1893, 1 Q. B. 715), 


Temperion v. Re 

Mogul Steamship Co. ¥. McGregor, Gow, $ Co. (40 W. R. 337; 1892, A. C. 
“ ton of Bradford ¥. Pickles (1895, 1 Oh. 145). 
Tue r (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Lorzs and Ricxry, L.JJ.) dismissed 


the application of the defendant Allen, and also dismissed the appeal of 
the plaintiffs. - 

Lord Esuzr, M.R., said that in his opinion the true inference to be 
drawn from the facts was that Allen had not acted under the orders of the 
men who had called in his assistance, but had acted entirely on his own 
discretion. If, therefore, what he-had done was wrong, he must be held 
liable for it. He adopted the view of the men, that, as the plaintiffs had 
done different work before, they should not be allowed to do the work on 
“which they were then engaged, and for the purpose of punishing them, 


not for anything which they were doing then, but for what they had done 

» he intimated to the employers that, if the 
and promise not to employ them again, 

would go — 


did not. dismiss 
the other iron- 


It_could not be denied that he meant to put 
s, and that his in Wi ; 


€S- Ie was-contentet that, TAsMUCN As Allen had not 

breach of contract, this action would not lie. But it was not n 

order to suppo! SuCD TH9 e dé ; 
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was sufti- 

lent to shew thai acted at as a 
natural result of bi he _plaintiil was injured. Merely 

vise @ person not to enter ular contract was not in itself 

unlawful; but the e i purpore of 
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ar’ stated to De the law owen V. Hail 

.. It jury in case to 88 
Wi ce; here the 


bh had ac ; ng 0 

ion as against Allen, and, therefore, the judgment 
against b . As to the other defendants, the action could 
not succeed them, unless it were shewn that Allen was their ser- 
vant or There was no evidence from which such a conclusion 
could be drawn, and, therefore, as against them the action failed. 


~(Gernsand Riony, L5J., concurred;Counser, Lawson Walton, Q.0., 
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and Rufus Isaacs; Robson, Q.C., and Morten; Murphy, Q.0., and Chester 
Jones. Soxrsorrons, Smith § Gofton ; Shaen, Roscoe, $ Co. 
(Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law.) 


—_—— 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
DICKSON ». LAW AND DAVIDSON—North, J., 29th March. 
Practice—SgrvicE—D£EreENDANT OUT OF THE JURISDICTION—IRREGULARITY. 


This was a motion by Davidson, one of the defendants, who was in 
t 2 n. oO 2 


ce Of a Writ upon him. His co-defendan W, 















Bi n this country. e document sued upon was a joint per- 
sonal security given by Davidson, Law, and Hendry, who was nota party 
to the action. Law had originally been sued alone, but had taken out a 
summons for leave to serve & third-party notice u) 


that Alpers an_order was that Davidson should be made a 
defendant, and leave to serve in Ceylon wit ie ended writ was 


Was not served wi 
counsel had no Jocus standi. 
Nortn, J.—In my opinion service ought not to be set aside. Dickson 
says that he is entitled to a half share of the benefit of this security. 
Proceedings were taken against Law, who asked for leave to serve a t - 
arty notice, as he had sold to Davidson, who agreed to indemnify him. 
hat was considered in chambers. Law is not a merely nominal defend- 
ant, but the person to whom he sold, and who is bound to indemuify him, 
has been joined as a defendant, instead of being sued as a third party, and 
I think that it is right that he should be so joined. Then it is said that 
there is no formal affidavit under ord. 11, r. 4. ‘The omission of the state- 
ment thatthe defendant is a British subject is not material, as he is 
resident in Ceylon, a part of the Queen’s dominions : Fowler v. Barstow (20 
Ch. D. 240). The absence of a statement that there is a good cause of 
action is not material. Ord. 2, r. 5, prescribes a form which was not pre- 
cisely complied with. Strictly , that order does not apply, for in 
this case the writ was amended, but I think that the indorsement ought 
to have been put upon the writ; but the defendant is not entitled to take 
advantage ofa clerk's slip. It e order for service must stand, 
an é€ motion ssed, with costs.—Counse., Vernon Smith; A. a 
B. Terrell; Everitt, Q.C.; Leek; Jackson. Soutcrrors, Fladgate § Co. ; 
Lowless § Co. ; Jackson § Co. 


[Reported by G. B. Hamiiron, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re COPLAND, MITCHELL v. BAIN—North, J., 30th March. 
Morrmams—Inrerest iy LAND—MeEtrRopo.itan Stock. 


The testator died on the 7th of July, 1891, having made a will on the 
18th of July, 1889, under which certain uests were made in favour of 
charities. ‘The Mortmain Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict, c. 73), did not come 
into operation until the 5th of August, 1891. The action was tried before 
Romer, J., who directed, inter alia, an inquiry of particulars of the 
testator’s personal estate at the death, ‘‘ distinguishing such parts as have 
arisen from or are connected with land in England.’’ The chief clerk 
found that a sum of £1,100 Metropolitan Consolidated £3 10s. per Cent. 
Consolidated Stock was coutiatten with land, but that £3,000 Liverpool 
Corporation Stock was not. Certain legacies to charities were directed to 
be paid out of the Metropolitan Stock. It was now submitted that the 
chief clerk was wrong in holding that the Metropolitan Stock was con- 
nected with land. Reference was made to the Act under which the k 


was issued (32 & cb. C. » 88. 2, 0, 1, 20, 21, and to 
Fickard (1894, 3 Ch. 708) and Oluffv. Cuff (2 Ch. D. 222). 

Nortn, J., confirmed the finding of the chief clerk, following Cluf'v. 
Cluf.—Counstei, Eve; Kenyon Parker; Ingle Joyce. Soxtcrrors, R. H. 
Bentley ; Clayton, Sons, § Fargus. 

[Reported by G. B. Hamrvrow, Barrister-at-Law. } 


n 





Re WYLIE, WYLIE v. MOFFAT—Romer, J. (for Chitty, J.), 5th April. 


Marnrep Woman—Wirtt—Wats Act, 1837 (1 Vict. c, 26), s. 24—Marrrep 
Women’s Prorerty Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 63), 8. 3. 


Summons. By section 24 of the Wills Act, 1837, it was enacted that 
every will, with respect to the property comprised in it, shall speak and 
take effect as if it had been executed immediately before the death of the 
testator, unless a contrary intention shall appear by the will. By the 
Married Women’s y Act, 1893, it is provided that section 24 of the 
Wills Act, 1837, shall apply to the will of a married woman made during 
coverture, whether she is or is not of or entitled to any separate 
property at the time of making it ; and such will shall not require to be 
re-executed or re after the death of the husband. The 
testatrix, Mrs. Wylie, was married in 1834, By her will, made in 1862, 
and a codicil made in 1884, she, in the event of her surviving her husband, 
in effect gave all her property upon trust for the defendant, her nephew, 
for life, and after his death for his eldest son absolutely. Her husband 
died in 1887. She died in May, 1894. She was at the date of her death 
entitled to considerable property, nee which was not her 

te property at the dates of the will cil. The question arose 
whether the Act of 1893 was to be construed as applying to this will of a 
married woman made before the date’of the Act (December 5, 1893), the 
testatrix having died after that date. 


Romer, J., said that, in his opinion, the 
pplied to eve will of a nm aC) womati 
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o— fugut not to be cut down without very cogent reasons. He. bad. 

h 

unable to see any good or cogent reason for cutting down the section. 
was asked to construe the section as if the words ‘ 
of the Act’? were inserted after the word “will.” There was nothing 
which justified the insertion of any words. He therefore made a declara- 
tion that the will and codicil passed all the ETT EY whether 
ceparate or other.—Counszt, Davenport ; Farwell, Q.C., and F. L. W1 At ; 
Byrne, Q.0., and Clauson. Soxrcrrons, Edward F, Turner; Stilenan, Neste, 
§ Toynbee, for Toynbee, Larken, § Toynbee, Wragby. 

{Reported by J. F. Wavev, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Queen’s Benca Division. 
JONES v. JONES—27th March. 
Ilvspanp anp Wirr—Dzsertion—Orper FoR suPpPpoRT n¥ Hvusnanp— 


Margigp Women’s (Matwrenance in case ov. Dasenrton) Act, 1886 (49 


& 50 Vier. c. 52), 8. 1. 


Case stated by the justices of the city of Winchester. . In June, 1894, 
the husband was summoned under section 1 of the ried Women’s Act, 
1886, for deserting his wife. ‘The justices convic and from. 
decision Jones appealed. The ma' facts as set oat See 
were as follows: In May, 1880, the were li 
lodgings, the hnsband at that time as a farm labourer. 
stated in court that he had now risen to a better social A 
well able to maintain his wife. In February, 1881, as 
her confinement, she went, accompanied her husband and 
approval, to her mother’s cottage, leaving her th and effects 
husband’s charge, with the full intention of retut ung. The child 
born on the 4th of March, and her husband on eev occasions 
her, but since the day that she left their lodgings he has not 
to her support. After the birth of the child the mother hada 
and during that time Jones gave up their lodgings and removed 
and their furniture to his father’s cottage, where he asked 
with him. The wife refused, wane in her then 
his parent’s house was not a ee pa for her and 
live at, because..the cottage co’ only two bedrooms 
were occupied by his father, mother, and an unmarried 
The child died on the 5th of August. After the mother regained her 
health she asked Jones on two or three occasions to make a home 
for ‘her elsewhere, but no dates when_ these ye were made were 
given. The wife stated that her refusal to live at. his parents’ cottage was 
because there were cnly two bedrooms, although she admitted he never 
told her that if she returned with him there she would ‘have to occupy a 
bedroom with anyone beside himself, and in his evidence, the h 
stated that as a fact the cottage contained three bedrooms. Some. three 
years after the death of the child her husband asked her .to live 
with him, but she again refused, saying she believed it was God’s will 
she should not return to him. In 1888 she wrote to her husband a letter 
which shewed that she was suffering from a strong . 
and while regretting that her past conduct had him pain, stated 
that it was impossible for her ever to retarn to him. The husband gave 

an 
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evidence to the effect that on the 4th of May, 1881, he asked her to 
to him, and that she refused to do so. He subsequently 
advertisement in the Hampshire Chronicle to the éffect that lie not be 
answerable for any debts bis wife might contract in ‘his -: In 1892 
they again met, when she expressed her wish to return to “ 

she asked him to come and live with her, and he oe that before 
answering that question he must have time to think about it. 

tions of misconduct during the period of separation were made by eac 
party against the other, but the allegations were not into, as connsel 
on neither side relied ‘on them. ‘Lately Mrs. Jones’ health bad been 
failing, and it was evident that she would be unable much longer to 
support herself by her own exertions as hitherto, and this fact formed the 
ground of her ns (eam for maintenance. The justices found, inter alia 


i 


that the wife had gone to her mother’s house with her husband’s full 

copsent, and that the home he offered her at his: father’s ‘was not such as 

any woman under the circumstances could be expected to t; that 

the advertisement in the loca] paper shewed the husband desired to be rid 

of his wife, as it was admitted that the wife had not contracted any debts 

in his name, or asked him for money, and that those facts, coupled with 

the wife’s subsequent offers to renew cohabitation, and his continued 

evasions of her requests, amounted to desertion on ‘his part. Counsel for 

the appellant contended that the order of the justices was wrong, for the 

(Om if, husband’s conduct did not amount to “d on” inlaw. He cited Reg. 

v. (40 W. R. 2; 1891, 2Q. B. 418), where it was held 1 

to constitute ‘‘ desertion’’ the parties must be li together when 

the desertion took place ; that the husband’s refusals of the wife’s offers 

y to return to him did not constitute ee By 4 Spor ~ 0, 

* 4. evidence. .He referred to Eitzgerald v. Fi «L. F . 694), 

pnt? where it, was laid down that *ae-cne could aitert who @id mot or 
wilfully b to an end an exis state of cohabitation.”” He 


Pane v. Pape (36 W. R. 125,20 Q. B. D. 76). The home the t 

th willing to provide his wife at his father’s cottage was one which, ha’ 
regard to the position of the parties, was a reasonable offer. [He was 
stopped.] In support of the conviction counsel relied on the case of 
Chudley v. Chudley (62 L. J. M. OC, 97, 41 W. R. Dig. 132). That was a 
a ision Than that of Reg. v. Leresche (ante), and was on all fours with 
the present case, and there the order foralimony. 
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aia t struct the cnae at gear” ye dapat 
not o . 
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ay Hegre Halewood to Liverpool, and while on the road the 
horses for a time. It was contended that because the 
ding still during the time that the driver was away that 
not ‘‘ passing upon’’ the road for the time being, and 
a penalty-for leaving a cart “ upon ” the 
unattended did not apply, because the Highway Act, 1835, being a 
must be construed strictly. In their opinion the cart was 
upon”’ the highway at the time in question. Tbe horses 
the journey had in no sense been completed, the rest- 
but an incident in that journey. It was argued also 
had expressly found that no obstruction to the traffic 
and down the road had been caused by the wagon standing 
of the highway. That might well have been so, but because 
which was not charged was not proved to have been com- 
was no reason for arguing that another and totally different 
was Cc) » was not committed. For these reasons they 
t the justices were right in coming to the conclusion that 
the conviction must be affirmed.—Counset, Temple Franks ; 
LictToRs, Nicholson, Graham, § Graham, for J. O. Swift $ Co., 
idsdale § Son. 
[Reported by Exsxinr Rep, Barrister-at-Law. | 


NORRIS v. CRAIG—30th March. 


Lanpiorp anp Tenant—Lease—Svun-.ease ror A LONGER TerM—Assian- 
MENT BY LessrEE—Reverston By EstTorrrt. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff from tho judgment of the recorder 
sitting at the Mayor’s Court. The facts of the case were as follows :—By 
a lease, dated the Ist of February, 1893, one Bolton demised certain 

to one Wilson for a term of twenty-one years from the 29th of 
ber, 1885. On the 15th of February, 1893, Wilson demised the 
to the defendant for a term of forty years (less the last three days 
from the 29th of September, 1885—i.¢., for a longer term than 
Wilson bimeelf had. On the 16th of January, 1894, Wileon assigned to 
the plaintiff all the land and premises demised by the leasc of the Ist of 
February, 1893, to hold for the residue of the term of twenty-one years, 
“subject to an indenture of under-lease’’ between Wilson and the 
defendant, the increased term whereof was not mentioned in the assign- 
ment. On the 30th of January, 1894, the defendant paid the rent which 
had become due at Christmas to the plaintiff, who was then acting as 
Wilson’s solicitor. Afterthe next quarter’s rent (i.c., that due at Lady- 
day’ 1894), had become due the plaintiff gave the defendant notice in 
ting of the assignment by Wilson to him, and requested the defendant 
to pay the rent to him. The defendant refused to do so, on the ground 
that the lessor to Wilson, had previously to the demand of the 
plaintiff—viz., on the 30th of March—re-entered on the premises for 
various breaches of covenant in the head lease. The plaintiff, as 
oe ae of Wileon, brought this action to recover the quarter’s rent due at 
day, 1894. The defendant pleaded (inter alia) that at the time of the 
t by Wilson to the plaintiff Wilson was not entitled to 
any estate or interest of or in the prowess. The recorder nonsuited the 
plaintiff, who now appealed. On his behalf it was contended that the 
= had the same rights as Wilson would have had, and that Wilson 
in effect asssigned to the plaintiff a reversion by estoppel. For the 
defendant it was contended that even assuming a reversion by estoppel 
between Wilson and the defendant on the sub-lease of the 15th of 
February, 1893, yet there was no estoppel between defendant and plaintiff ; 
that the plaintiff was not the assignee of that reversion which the 
defendant was estopped as against Wilson from denying. At the con- 
clusion of the arguments, in the course of which a very large number of 
authorities were cited, the court reserved judgment. 
Tue Court (Cave and Waicut, JJ.) dismissed the appeals 


Cave, J., in the course of a written judgment, said that the action was 
brought by the plaintiff t the defendant to recover arrears of rent 
under the lease of the 15th of February, 1893. For the defendant it had 
objected that Wilson had no reversion to convey to the plaintiff, 

if he had he had not assigned it. For the plaintiff a tenancy 
had been relied on, which was alleged to have been created 
the of the 15th of pee 1893, between Wilson and the 
defendant. Much learning had been displayed and many authorities had 
been cited cn the question. It was not however necessary for the court 
to consider the point, for assuming that Wilson had a reversion by 
estoppel subject to the lease for forty years less three days, that reversion 
had not been assigned to the plaintiff by the deed of January, 1894, as 
that deed only assigned to the plaintiff Wilson’s interest in the lease for 
one years, and conveyed to the plaintiff the property in question 
to hold for the residue of the term of twenty-one years. It was true that 
assignment was expreseed to be subject to the under-lease to the 
defendant, but it nowhere purported to convey any reversion on the 
determination of that lease, and peers em the plaintiff was not the 
assignee of the reversion (if any) created by the under-lease to the defend- 
ant. As the rent ran with the reversion and as it was only where the 
reversion to the assignee that the benefit of the covenant ran with 
it, in the position of affairs existing in this case the right to sue on the 
covenants remained in Wilson and did not pass to the plaintiff. 
aap gad the plaintiff could not sue in his own name, and the nonsuit 
was 


Waieur, J., concurred.—Oounszt, McCall, Q.0., and Austin Metcalfe ; 
} Nuke Walton, Q.C., and Frank Gover, Soxtcrrors, Norris $ Son; Martin 
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[Reported by F. 0. Rosrxson, Barrister-at-Law. } 
| Ex parte WILKINS—3rd April. 
Coysrmacr axn* Protection or Prorzrty Act, 1875, s. 


7—Fory or 





Commrrment—Apgquacy or Descuretion—"‘ ApsTaIn FROM WORKING AS 
4 SHoz Frvisuzgn.”’ 











a oO ed Wilkins 4 

prisoners in the gaol, undergoing a sentence of one month’s imprisonment, 
under section 7 of the Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875. 
That section provides that every persou commits a misdemeanour, and is 
liable upon conviction to a fine or three months’ imprisonment, who, with 
a view to compel any other person to abstain from doing or to do any act 
which such o' person has a legal right to do or abstain from doing, 
wrongfully and without legal authority, persistently follows such other 
person about from place to seo or follows such other person with two 
or more other persons in a disorderly manner in or ——- any street or 
road. Th lication was made on the ground that the commitment 

















was not ent eciiic. hs: (lows :— ne defendan' has 
be&T béfo he court of s jurisdiction sitting at the 
Coun ton, charged for that he, on the 14th day of 


, 
ty Northamp 
March, 1895,’did, with a view to compel one Frederick Timms to abstain 


or! as a shoe finisher @ employment of one Simon Collier, a 
shoe man r g on business 3 the parish of Dallington, in 
the county aforesaid,which the said Frederick Timms then had a legal right 
to do, unlawfully, wro ly, and without legal authority, follow the 
said Frederick Timms with more than two persons in a disorderly manner 


in a certain street, to wit, in a main road or street in the parish of 


Dallington.’’ It was contended that the commitment did not sufficiently 
specify the “‘act’’ which Timms was to be prevented from doing. 
aving regard to the multiplicity of processes w occurred ir the case 


of shoe making, it was said that the expression ‘‘ working as a shoe 
finisher ’’ was too general a term. Reliance was placed upon the case of 
Reg. v. Mackenzie (61 L. J. M. C. 181). 


Tus Court (Cave and Lawrance, JJ.) refused the application. 
Cave, J., said that the commitment contained a perfectly good _expres- 
the offence i cted. He shared 
in the doubt expressed by one member of the court in Reg. v. Mackenzie 
whether if in that case the very words of the statute had been followed, 
there should not have been a conviction. But in that case the point 
upon which the decision was based was that the commitment did not 
follow the words of the statute. This case was different and distin- 











guishable. 
Lawrance, J., concurred. Application refused.—Covunset, dustin 
Metcalfe. Soutcrrors, Price § Sons, for Darnell, Northampton. 


[Reported by F. O. Roninsoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. JUSTICES OF LONDON, Fx parte PHELPS—Ist April. 


Costs—Norice ny VexsTry To acquire Lanp—PROCEEDINGS UNDER 
Mricnazt Ance.o Taytonr’s Act (57 Gro. 3, c. xxrx.), s. 82—Oosrs or 
LANDOWNER—JURISDICTION OF CLERK OF THE Pgacz To Tax. 


le nisi for a mandamus bad been obtained commanding 
fTondon mn quarter sessiolis to direct the cl 














the justices of fhe count @ Clerk 
0 08 Tu CUsLA nd mpenses incurred Dy 
the in p zg! assess compensation, in respect of land 
belonging to him which had bee ken compulsorily by the vestry of 
St. Mary, Isli m, for the pur; of widening a street. The vestry 


gave notice to the applicant under Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act (57 Geo. 
3, c. xxix.), s. 82, of their intention to take the land. A jury was 
summoned to assess the compensation to be paid to the applicant. The 
case was heard at the quarter sessions for the county of London held in 
October, 1894, and the jury awarded a sum of £75 as compensation. No 
offer of compensation by the vestry was brought before the court. Subse- 
quently the a delivered his bill of costs, amounting to more than 
£100, to the clerk of the peace for taxation. An objection to the taxation 
having been made by the vestry, on the ground that there was no juris- 
diction to tax the bill, the matter was referred to the court of quarter 
sessions, but the court refused to order the taxation of the bill. Pre- 
viously to the Metropolis Local Management Act, 1862, the parish of S:. 

, IB m, was not within Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act, and the 
vestry land compulsorily under section 82 of the Highway Act, 
1835, section 83 of which Act compelled the vestry to pay the costs of 
the proceedings in cases where the sum awarded by the jury exceeded the 
sum offered by the vestry. By section 73 of the Act of 1862 Michael 
Angelo Taylor’s Act was extended to those of the metropolis which 
formerly did not come within it. It was admitted that under section 82 
of Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act there was no power to compel the vestry 
to pay the costs in case, but it was contended on behalf of the land- 
owner that section 83 of the Highway Act, 1835, ought to be read into 
Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act. Otherwise, as was pointed out, the appli- 
cant would have to pay more than £100 as the cost of obtaining £75 
compensation. 


Tue Covrt (Cave and Wricut, JJ.) disch 
opi 
au¢ 





arged.—CounseL, I 
ms, W. Lewis ; 8.. Price § Sons. 
[Reported by F. O, Rozrnson, Barrister-at-Law.]} 









Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re EDWARDES, Ex parte EDWARDES—Vaughan Williams and Kennedy, 
JJ., 2nd and 4th April. 


BANKRvupTcy—Marrren WomAN CARRYING ON A TRANE SEPARATELY FROM 
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ING AS HER Huspanp —Marrisp Women’s Property Act, 1882 (45 & 46 Vict. rota 
c. 75), 8. 1 (5). : Solicitors’ Cases. 
writ of This was an a from a receiving order made by the registrar of the REUTER v. THE MORRIS PROCESS CO. (LIM.)—Stirling, J., 4th 
aol, to 4 county court at Pontypridd against if a. Piers Minesies - Le mesh ed = April. mle 
» Were woman carr on a trade se tely from her hus , and, ore, 
iment, by section To of the Married Woten’s Property Act, 1882, subject to Sorrcrron—Nortice oy CHANGE MADE WITHOUT puE AuTHority—R. 8. C., 
, 1875. the bankruptcy laws in respect of her separate property. Mrs. Edwardes +9 9 Ps 
and is appealed, upon the ground that she was not “‘ separately from her 
, With husband’’ within the meaning of the Act. From the evidence it s 
ny act appeared that the husband was an undischarged bankrupt, and that 
doing, ehortly after his becoming bankrupt Mrs. Edwardes had borrowed some 
other money, opened a banking account in her own name, and started in 
h two business. Such business was managed almost exclusively by the husband, 
eet or the wife only assisting him when there Was all @xcepliobal press of work. 
tment 7 It did not, however, appear that he was held out as a partner, or as liable 
it has for the debts of the business, or that he had any legal interest in the 
: = profits. . 
&. Vaveuan WriuaMs, J., dismissed the appeal. His lordship said that e 
bstain "Ede therein set forth. On the 29th of May, 1891 
lier, a it was clear that Mrs. Edwardes had separate property from the evidence the why. meh y xo to the company, and in 1893 
gg | as to her borrowing the money with which to start the business. As to direct: Px Hart solicitor 
» = *‘ trading separately f: ber husband,’’ that was a question of fact to | they appoin @ mana director, whose powers, er, were 
right aoe fe principle laid down B v ne .,| never definitely de - In 1895 a debenture - holders 
w the rth in % , Ex parte Helsby (1 Manson, 12). His ad there | Was com by one Dodgson. . Hart entered an appear- 
oye tated (at p. 17), “‘ The principle was that a married woman is not to be | ance thereto on behalf of the . That ee 
antic subject to the bankruptcy laws in respect of a business which is under the | by the intervention of the present Begs “9 pt ee 
: oy control of her husband, either wholly or partially.” By “control”? he | money in order to buy out ey 7 money thus advanced 
ee did not mean management of the business as in the , but | Was secured by debentures, of which plaintiff became a a 
Shoe srather a fin : of the business, such as wo’ give him an | holder. Their validity was questioned, and the plaintiff commenced | 
Shoe ' interes ak aDIe 7 e present eatton, to which Hlavt again -<alesw ss SaUsi a ne 2 Te 
ase of cas oy on T the-pur ’s servant, ! pany. After the said appearance by , Hast Movies: Tenntan & Dude 
and it could not be said to be either wholly or partially under his control. | gave (under R. 8. C., ord. 7, r. 3) the notice icitors 
i . : | subject of this motion. Their sole authority for this notice was 
Kennepy, J., concurred.—Oounsg1, Glascodine and H. G. Snowden ; Muir aforesaid. Counsel the 
pres. f Mackenzie. 8 8, Davis ¢ Ingram, Pontypridd; Gibson, Welldon, ¢ | erived from the man ye 
at me ee ee ener 
“enzi : F ; ; t; a ano 5 
cong Repeal te BM. Beaten, — ; Messrs. Taunton & Dade it was urged that Mr. Hart’s appointment was 
point Re BASSETT, Ez parte LEWIS—Vaughan Williams and Kennedy, JJ., | D0t ® Proper ery ee ote oe 8 hore aes wae Ste 
Bs 4th April. uently antagonistic to those of the shareholders, and that the 
; Bankrvurtoy—Periton ny LiqurpaTor or A Limtrep Cowrany—Banxk- tor was justied in on behalf of the latter and 
as nuptoy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 4 (¢)—Banxrurtcy Acr, 1890 | another tor to t the in the place of Mr. Hart. 
wstin (53 & 54 Vict. c. 71), s. 1—Companres (Wixpinc-vr) Act, 1890 (53 & 54) §rretina, J., held the taken off the file. There was 
Vicr. c. 63), 8. 10 (1.)—Companies (Wixvrve-ur) Act, 1893 (56 & 57] nothing in the articles w mien 
Vicr. c. 58), s. 1—Banxrurtcy Noricg conTAINING TWO JUDGMENTS. to appoint a solicitor to act for the , and as at the of his (the 
This was an appeal from the refusal of the registrar of the county court director’s) appoiritment there was a solicitor 
— at Birmingh: inp against the dee — he bythe dsctom twas Very improbmbl nt ie ecto infeed — 
rigs ground sditor, being the liquidator of a limited | any such power w . Messrs. Taunton & Dade had issued 
: : petition in the name of the ‘ notice of change’’ on the authority of the director ; but in his 
“ company, should have presented the ion A , the | 
E and not in his own name. Bassett, the Tr, Si a director of | lordship’s opinion he had no authority to act at in matter, 
ding ’ into liquidation in October, | therefore the notice was bad, and must be taken off the file.—Counsmn, 
Bassett’s Plaster Oo. (Limited), which went into liqu ; : 5 : ; So Toha 
Clerk 1892. In his capacity as a director he had received £139 18s. 11d., which ) Hastings, Q.C., and C. T. Mitchell; Ribton; F. Ridder. Soxactrons, 
iby sum he retained, whereupon the liquidator applied to the court under | Hart; H. H. Price ; Taunton $ Dade. 
land section 10 of the Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and obtained an [Reported by Arruur Morrow, Barrister-at-Law.] 
ry of [ order compelling Bassett to repay the moneys so retained. Upon Hassett 
eatry failing to pay the moneys, the liquidator, advantage of section 1 of Re A SOLICITOR—North, J., 29th March. 
Gas. the C jes (Winding-up) Act, 1893, which makes an order_under Seisnisen cilia Dastons Act, 1869. 
was section 10 of the Companies (Winding-up) A eq a ' 
The judg fe purposes of section T 19) or the Babkruptcy Act, 1889, | This was a motion to attach a solicitor who had disobeyed two orders of 
id in irsued & Dankruptcy notice against Bassett Mm wh p oseph | the court. The first order directed him to pay over to his client the 
No Lewis, liquidator of Bassett’s Plaster Co. (Limited),” calling upon | balance, if any, found due from him upon the taxation of his bill of costs 
ibse- Bassett to pay the sum due to “Joseph Lewis as such liquidator | within four days after service upon him of the order and the certificate = 
than aforesaid.’’ Upon Bassett’s failure to comply with the bankruptcy notice | of the ta: master; the costs of the taxation reserved. A balance 
ion Lewis presented a petition in his own ngme, stating that was | of £20 17s. 54. was found due from the solicitor. second order was / 
uris- “indebted to me as sych liquidator aforesaid’’ in the sum mentioned. taxation, when taxed, by the 
arter Counsel for the appellant contended that the petition was rightly 
Pre- presented in this form, because the order of the court called upon Bassett a the 
E St. to pay the sum to, Lewis, and Lewis was bound to frame the bankruptcy Ho, 
| the notice in accordance with the order, and since, by section 1 of the Bank- . 
Act, ruptey Act, 1890, any person who is entitled to enforce a final judgment ra 
is of Il ic bo be decmned & creditor who hes obtained s final judgment, it was really (Reported by G. B. Hamrurox, Barrister-at-Law.) 
the correct to set forth in the petition that the debtor was indebted to him 
me evel the debt was in fact m4 to > com; Ys. Mages for the 
- respondent contended that not only was the ion wrong form, i eS oa 
3 = but that the bankruptcy notice wad alzo bed as containing two judgments, County Courts. 
, since it u sett to pay, not only the sum due under the order ' 
and and the costs of that order, but also the coste of ie muanateustal appeal to HODSON v. GREEN & MACCONNELL—Marylebone, 7th March. : 
pli. the Divisional Court against such order. Master AND SgrvANT—APPRENTICE—Breach or AGREEMENT. ¥j 
— Vavenan Wiit1Ams, J., dismissed the appeal upon both grounds. The| Judge Sronor, in delivering ‘ said: By an indenture of 
S19 bankruptcy notice was bad whether the of the Divisional Court as to a ° (in’ the poor nery used in the City of London), dated 
the costs of the appeal was to be considered a judgment or not. A . 9th of last, the who are therein described as 
of . ° ’ paid 
_— } uptcy notice may not contain two judgments it contain - | holsters and decorators, and also as partners, in consideration of £25 
<4 ment and SOMetninE £69. As to the other pot the plaintiff, William Hodson, to the deféndants, the infant 
quidator was the right person to issue the notice, but that | was to the defendants for one year, and the 
the petition was in the wrong form and should have ‘* Ex parte The Scale tek oe ‘the art of an upholsterer and decorator,” and to’ 
uf Bassett Plaster Oo. (Limited),’’ and that this was nota mere matter of pay him weekly wages, viz., 10s. for the first six months, and 15s. for the 
y |)form, for it gave the debtor an opportunity of raising a set-off, if he had | remainder of the said term. The agreed I] 
eny, against the company, which he would be unable to raise against the verbally and in writing to sted SS term for six The 
liquidator in stocueiaan under section 10 of the Companies (Winding-up) between defendants was dissolved in ge and 
ct, 1890. gs = dissolution the infant ‘with his and. 
dy, Kewwepy, J., concurred.—Counsen, Muir Mackenzie; F. C. Wiilis. subsequent assent of his father, to serve ee 
Soxicrrons, Charles Capron ; F. Hatton. we with the defendant a who continued A 4 carry Bins we 
{Reported by P. M. Fsancxe, Barrister-at-Law.] as the partnership done. During months 
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and — last year the infant plaintiff was unable to perform 
his d , being laid up with hoid fever. It is admitted that the 
defendants never taught the plaintiff the practical part of ‘the art of or 
business of an uphoisterer,’’ that they did not know or carry on the same, 
and that they merely purchased articles of upholstery, or got them on 
commission, from manufacturers, and sold them to their customers. 
pf however, taught the infant plaintiff the art (if it can be so 


of colours, &o. The first and princi 
is whether the defendants were, under the covenant in the deed of 
yaar oats J to teach the infant plaintiff ‘‘ the art of an upholsterer and 
»’’ bound to teach him the practical part of such art. An 
ee case of Eaton v. Western (De Oolyar’s County Court Cases, 
108, 47 L. T. Rep. 593, 9 Q. BD: 636), which came re me in the 
Southwark County Court so long as 1882, and which afterwards went 
before a divisional court and the Court of Appeal, appears to me to be in 
point. There the infant plaintiff had been apprenticed to a firm of 
who carried on the manufacturing part of the busi- 

ness, and aleo that of repairing and selling by retail, and as agents, which 
had dissolved partnership, one partner continuing to carry on the manu- 
of the business, and the cther the ao and selling 

portion of it, and I held that neither partner was entitled to command the 
services of the apprentice, as neither carried on the whole of the business 
in question. I also held that one partner, who had removed from London 
to could not call upon an outdoor apprentice to follow him there; 
but is not material to the present case. The Divisionai Court reversed 
my judgment on both — following, on the second point, a case of 
v. Charlton (8 Q. B.D. 1). The Appeal Court, however, restored 
on_both points at the same time 


case_of v. Charlton. at emiment judge, Hannen, J., in 
delivering ra, ‘eaid with regard to the first point that the 


s be taught the business in its entirety, and was entitled 
\ to ted e business ing as well as that 
of manufactu ” (51 L: J. 64). he present is the converse case; 


the infant plain demands, and is no doubt entitled, to be taught 
the business of manufacturing as well as that of buying and selling. 
I therefore think that the plaintiff, William Hodson, his father, is entitled 













! to recover as damag pach of ag portion of the premium 
| paid DY Tin but no ne whole as ciaimed nasmuch as the infa nt plaintiff 
i Bi certainly derived some benefit under the agreemen Tia Also asthe 
j pprenticeshi still continu ng. T aleo ihe c that the ini ant niaintif is 

itled to recover damages for breach o ement. The amount of such 


5 Circumstances is difficult to fix) I will consider 
preniter. The next question in this case is, whether the infant plaintiff 
is entitled to for the two months during which he was unable to 
I think yas there was an agreement for payment of weekly 
wages for one year, that his illness was ty, he is entitled 
to such wages at the provided by the agreement, 
amounting in all to about £11 (Cookson v. Stones, 28 L. J. 25, Q B.), 
and of course he has continued, and thaf he will continue so long 
as he serves, entitled to wi at that rate. The next question in 
this action is, whether the defendant MacConnell is, notwithstanding 
dissolution of the partnership, liable for the above damages 
and wages, and I think that he is liable, under his covenant in the 
agreement, for both, although he is in all probability entitled to be in- 
Gotten iy the defendant Green. There remains to be considered 
what bé the amount of damages, and, bearing in mind that the 
infant plaintiff has derived some advantage from his apprenticeship and 
also that one-third of the entire extended term (which as yet the tiffs 
cyeme-to claim) remains unexpired, I think that the plaintift William 
ought-not to receive more than £12, nor the infant plaintiff more 
than £3 at the present time. I should, however, strongly recommend the 
to agree to treat the it as void of determined, or to 
ohne amounts to (say) £16 and peas acral If this be ot 
done, a) ticeship continues, t efendants remain le 
teach the infent pl 
agreemen 


thite A nich WHde 


; 


F 


ee ee ee upholstery, and to actions 
breach of t so to doat the end, and even during the con- 


mance, of the apprenticeship. Whatever the verdict may be, it will be 
prodrwoty 9 defendants, with costs on scale B.—Counsat, 
3 Pocock ; Metcaife. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


ww. Sropents’ Denatine Soctery.—Moerch 26—Mr. A. E. Clarke in the 
The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the policy of the Government 
to the Church in Wales deserves su .’ Mr. Trevor 
‘in the affirmative, and Mr. Cornelius eeler opened in 
. The following members also spoke :—Messrs. Hair, Archer 
Daniel, Neville Tebbutt, W. E. T. Jones, Dickson, and Jolly. 
which evoked considerable interest, was then adjourned to 
Tuesday, upon the motion of Mr. Wilde, seconded by Mr. 


Ey 


{ 


He 


April 2—Mr. J, 8. Wilkinson in the chair.—The subject for debate was 
debate on the policy of the Government with to 


ge 


A. Smith, Edwards, and Bell in the affirmative ; and Messrs. H 





Welsh Church. The follo members 6 : Messre. Ev " 
wing poke ' gton 


and A. W. Watson in the negative. Mr. Trevor Roberts replied. The 
motion was lost by three votes. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Hensext J. Fisnenr, solicitor, of Cardiff, has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths for the Colonies of South Australia and Tasmania. 
Mr. Fisher is also a commissioner for oaths for New South Wales. 


Mr. Arruvre Tortsr, barrister, has been appointed Recorder of 
Leicester, in the room of Mr. Saint, deceased. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vurions. 
Gerarp Frepenick pe Zoztzs and Franx Cuorntron Lincarp, solicitors 
ge de Zoete, & Lingard), 20, Finsbury-circus, London. March 25. 
he said Frank Chorlton Lingard will continue to carry on the said 
business under the same style and at the same address. 
[ Gazette, April 5. 
Wriuram Donn and Ernest Writiim Benet, solicitors (Dunn & 
Bennett), Frome. March 25. The said William Dunn will continue to 
catry on the said business at the same address. 


Oswatp Birp, Frepertck ALtngnt Woop, and Artavr Herserr Woop, 
solicitors (Wood, Bird, & Wood), Eastcheap. April 6. So far as regards 
the said Oswald Bird. [ Gazette, April 9. 





The partnership of Messrs. Woop, Brrap, & Woop, solicitors, of 35, 
Eastcheap, London, having been dissolved by mutual consent, Mr. Oswatp 
Brrp has joined the firm of Messrs. Worraincton Evans & Son, who have 
also admitted Mr. Bennarp Hit into partnership. The business will in 
future be carried on at 35, Eastcheap, under the style of Worthington 
Evans, Bird, & Hill. 


Messrs. Hancovrt & Sons, solicitors, of St. Paul’s-chambers, Nos. 19, 
21, and 23, Ludgate-hill, London, have taken over the business of the 
late Mr. Frederick Rolt, and will in future carry on his business in con- 
junction with their own at the above address under the style of Harcourt, 
Sons, & Rolt. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


Joun Corrennam Luxrorp, deceased.—Any person having a will of 
John Cottenham Luxford, formerly of Stevenage, , afterwards of 
Bedford, and late of Seaford, Sussex, who died at Seaford on the 28th 
of March, 1895, is requested to communicate at once with Arthur Hussey, 
eolicitor, 3, King-street, Cheapside, London, E.C. 





GENERAL, 


It is announced that Lord Justice Kay, who is. sta in Norfolk, Mr. 
Justice Chitty, who is at Pps in Italy, and Mr. ce Wills, who is 
in Hampshire, are now con t, and will resume their seats on 
the bench after the Easter vacation. 


The Times says that the drainage of the eastern block of the Royal 
Courts of Justice is now being entirely reconstructed and replaced and will 
building the whole of the drainage of the Law Oourta will have undergone 
building whole of the Ww ve e 
a thorough overhaul, and, when finished, all peewee reg Ba 6 peri 
will have been provided for the various lavatories, &c. More access 
to the waiting-rooms for witnesses and others will shortly be afar A 
the construction of doors leading straight from the court corridor to these 
rooms. The first one to be ed out will be between Queen’s Bench 
Court IX. and Probate Court I., and will be cut through the stone wall of 
the court corridor. 

In November last, says the Zimes, a memorial signed by 125 
batikers was presented to the Lord Chancellor requesting that effect sho 
be givén'to the views of the Treasury on the subject of the winding up 
of public companies, as exp in a letter written by the Secretary to 
the Treasury on behalf of Treasury to the Secretary of the Board of 
Trade on the 23rd of January, 1893. Mr. Boulnois proposes to ask the 
Chancellor of the Exc whether it is intended to take any action in 
the direction suggested ; whether the Treasury adhere to the views ex- 
pressed in that letter; and whether any instructions have been given to 
the official receivers not to act as permanent liquidators in any case unless 
the parties interested are unable to find a competent representative of their 
interests elsewhere 





Sate or Lire Potrcrys and Revensions.—Regults of Messrs. H. E. 
Foster & Cranfield’s Sale at the Mart, E.C., on the 4th inst. :—Absolate 
Reversion to £467 12s. 7d. Bank of Ireland Stock, value £1,590, lite seed 
46, £550; ditto to one-fourth of £4,860, represented by £162 East 


Railway Claes B Annuity, life aged 66, £700; ditto to one-seventh of 
£14,739 23 per Cent. Console, life aged'43, £715; ditto to £6,000 in Army 
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and Navy Co- a Society shares, life TT, £3,375; ditto to 
legacy of £70, life aged 73, £45. Reversion to £8,366 24 per Cent. Consols, 
life aged 56, £3,850; ditto to one-seventh of Freehold Properties, a 
after Jan. 28, 1898, value £125 per annum, and £300 cash, £315. Policy 
of Assurance for £3,000, life aged 63, £1,450; ditto for £2,000, life aged 
63, £1,500; ditto for £2,000, life aged 70, £850; ditto for £1,500, life aged 
54, £560 ; ditto for £1,000, life aged 65, £620 ; two policies for £500 each, 
life aged 59, £400; 24 Shares, £10 each (£7 paid), in Graphic and Daily 
Graphic, £1,201. The total sale realized over £16,500, the policies fetching 
from 20 to 72 per cent. above office surrender value. 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1x CHANCERY. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, April 5. 

J. H. Svxes & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before May 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to George Buckley, 
Silver st, Halifax 

New Consort Cotp Mixtxe Co, Limrren—Creditors are uired, on or before May 1, to 
send their names and addresses and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
John Shaw Sheldrick, 1, Crosby sq. Baker & Co, Cannon st, solors for liquidator 

Persian Guiry Sreawsurpe Co, Limirep (ry Liquipatiow)—Creditors are required, on or 
before May 6, to send their names and addresses, with full particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Lowless & Co, 26, St Martin’s lane, Cannon st : j 

Torrexuam Lacer Beer Brewery axp Ice Factory, Limrrep—Creditors are required, 
on or before May 6, to send their names and addresees, and the rs of their 
debts or claims, to Mr. Albert Henry Bellingham, 42, Evelina rd, Nunhead. Pollock & 
Co, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for liquidator 

London Gazette.—Tursvay, April 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep tn CHancery. 

Bitter, Limrrep—Creditors are required to send particulars to J. Alfred 8. Hassal, 6, 
Lord st, Liverpool, on or before May 21 

Baipitixcron Quay Recreation Grounp Co, Limrrep—Creditors are 
before May 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
claims, to Henry John Jackson, Bridlington Quay 

BurrerwortH & Sraixcer, Linirzeo—Creditors are 
eend their names and addresses, and the particulars 
Co, Estate bldgs, Huddersfield 

Garver Parent Savery Horst Co, Linrren —Creditors are required, on or before May 6’ 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Harold 
Mather, 10, Acresfield, Bolton Rutter, Bolton, solor for the liquidator 

Gaosvexor & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented April 5, directed to be heard 
on va April 24. Powell & Rogers, Essex st, Strand, agents for Halliley & 


Stimson, ford, solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of April 23 


uired, on or 
eir debts or 


uired, on or before May 


21, to 
their debts or claims, to 3 & 


Hayp iv Hanp Investwent ann Mortoace Co, Liwigev—Petn for rpg , pre- 
sented April 6, directed to be heard on April 24 Linklater & Co, 2, Bond ct, rook, 
solors for petners Notice of later than 6 


0 sme must reach the abovenamed not 
o’clock in the afternoon of April 23 


Rartway Prtirows Disrersution Co, Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before Ma‘ 
7, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Pau 
Bevan, Leadenhall bldgs. Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook, solors to liquidator 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Pency AmicaB_e Benerit Society, Shoulder of Mutton Inn, Appleton Roebuck, Bolton 
Percy RS O, York, March 30 


Roya Sovergien Frienpiy Society, 3, Brasenose rd, Liverpool. March 30 





Waxnine To InTENDING Hovsz Purcuassrs anp Lessezs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Crarm. 

London Gazette.—Frivay, March 29. 


Le Bionp, Abranam, Kingston Hill, Stationer. April 24. Le Blond & Co, Lid v Davis, 
Chitty, J. Edwards, Cheapside 

Rosinson, Witt1am, North Somercotes, Lincoln, Farmer. 
Stirling, J. Ingoldby, Louth 


Suznwin, Jouy, Kingston upon Thames, retired Surgeon. April 25. Nelson v the 
Attorney-General, Chitty, J. Nelson, Martin’s lane, Gammon, st - 


Watuixavorp, Eowarp Atrrzp, St Ives, Huntingdon, Solicitor. April 23. Frank v 
Wallingford, Stirling, J. Woodbridge, Surrey st, Strand 


Younc, Naruantet, Lugdershall, Wilts. Apiil 30. Kayns v Young, Stirling, J 
Stokes, Chippenham, Wilts 
London Gasetie.—Tursvay, April 2. 
—' Guones, Sylvan st, Oldham, May 2. Hardman v Turner, Registrar, Liver- 
pool, 


April 30. Bell v Robinson 


cMaster, Liverpool 
Marruzwmax, Witt1am, Huddersfield, I yer. April 30. Neville y Matthewman, North, 
J. Sykes, Huddersfield 


Pau, Wenxtworts Fraxcis Drax, Bath Hotel, Piccadilly, Gent. May 1. Shipway v 
Mitcalfe, Stirling, J. Lewis, Chancery lane 

Summ, Witutax Besdbory st, Kingsland, Umbrella Manufacturer. May 1. Smith y 
Simpson, North, J. Young, Stoke Newington rd 

Stuart, Wittiam, Woolwich, Doctor of Medicine. May 1. Smith v Stuart. Mear & 
Fowler, Old Serjeants’ inn 

. London Gazette—Tvespay, Ap:il 9. 

4ckett, Bamvet Ropert Packnau, Approach rd, Vitoria pk, Lithographic Pinter 
May 10 Cack: tt v Cackett, North, "hen Bucklersbury y 





18 Beadle Bros v Butler, 
Ppenn, Winszan Yous Bonella, Ce Valley May v 


Wonrsroip, Wittiam James, Petworth, Sussex May 10 Barns v Worsfold, Chitty, J 
Pitfield, Petworth 


Weare, ae a pot Be pm Duhon, Cowkeeper April 25 Worthy v 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or OLam, 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 29. 
Baxxes, Jou Scorr, Northop, Flint, Esq May 24 Kelly & Keene, Mold 
Butier, Hon Mrs Cuantorre Yarbe, Queen’s gate May1 Maude, Gt Winchester st 
Cuasr, Arruur, Titchfield, Builder April30 Armstrong, Chancery lane 
Cuixo, Wit114m, Crediton, Grocer May 10 F E & H O Smith, Crediton 
Coneng, Ricuarp Dossrx, Northallerton, Registrar May 11° Faber & Co, Stockton on 


Ocouua, Manes, Hornsey, Boot Maker May1 Chapman, London Wall 
Cooxes.ey, Marcarerra Davry, Hastings April 30 Plumptre, Lothbury 

Craver, Marruew, Guiseley, Farmer May10 Newstead & Co, Otley P 
Danette, Frances Anne, Newbury May 13 Pennington & Son, Lincoln's ian fields 
Davirs, Nancy Sorta France, St Leonards on Sea May 4 Davies, Willesden 
Dor.e, Anne, Mayfield May1 Fooks & Co, Carey st 

Fett, Lavaa, Eastbourne April29 Pugh, Raymond bldgs 

Fisn, Georce Henry Frepenice, Norwich, Bootmaker May 6 Culley, Norwich 
Foveaux, Catusrine, Kilburn May 27 King & McMillin, Bloomsbury eq 

Goop, Magia, Camden Town April 25 Lewis & Lewis, Ely pl 

Gaeey, Anruvur, Chelsea, Gent May 6 Smith, Lincoln’s inn 

Haraway, Witt1am, Durdham Down, Bristol, Esq April 26 Dix, Bristol 
Hawe«iys, Francis Bisset, Bournemouth, Dr June1 Symonds & Sons, Dorchester 
Hexvexrson, Jous Henry, Manchester, Clock Maker April 30 Bowden, Manchester 
Hovexixsox, Rovert, Cheadle, Chester May 17 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Houtick, Mary Any, Llandudno May 1 Chamberlain & Johnson, Llandudno 
Hour, Gzorer, Dudley, Hardware Merchant May1 Stratton & Son, Wolverhampton 
Jaques, Many, Newbold May16 Wilkins & Toy, Chipping Norton 

Jones, Ex1zaseru, Birkdale May1 Townsend, Hull 

Mackenzie, Lovisa Matitpa, Overton, Fiint May1 Browne & Co, Old Jewry 
Parvez, Jane, Shenstone, Staffs April 30 Russell, Lichfield : 

Pearce, Josten Henny, St Leonards on Sea,, Retired Coachman April 13 Ellis & 


Seeusnain haaieae Stapleton April 30 Benson & Co, Bristol 

Paice, Joux, Hastings May 1 Morgan, Hastings 

Russevt, Carnentvg,8 Mundham May1 Hacker & Allen, Leek 

Sipesorrom, James, Mottram in Longdendale, JP May1 Vaudrey, Manchester 
Sairu, Stepney, Manchester, Gent April 27 Peacock & Co, Liverpool 

Spencer, Evizapera, Feltwell, Norfolk May 4 Houchen & Houchen, Thetford 
Srarrorp, Sarau, Newmillerdam, Yorks May1 Williams & Co, Wakefield 
Sway, Geoncs Aynino, 8 Hornsey, Accountant May 10 Harvey, Fenchurch st 
Tuorntoy, Tuomas, Greenwich, Gent April 26 Sandom & Co, Deptford 

Tissey, Jane, East Dulwich May 14 Beck, East India avenue 

Town, Bersy, Morecambe July1 Johnson & Tilley, Lancaster 

Warsoy, Rurs, Edgware rd April30 Burgoynes & Co, Oxford st 

Wespesr, Saran Jaye, Stockwell Park rd May8 Surr & Co, Abchurch lane 

We cu, Raven Datys.t, Freshfield, Lancs April 25 Miller & Williamson, Liverpool 
Wisow, Samvet, Ashton under Lyne April27 Whitworth, Ashton unier Lyne 
Was, Pause Manoarer Avousrs, Dawlish May 15 Tozer & Co, Dawlish 


London Gaszette.—Turspay, April 2. 
Avpum, Many Avy, Stroud May381 Winterbotham & Sons, Stroud 
Arrensonovas, Isaac, Ikeston, Farmer JuneS Wing, Nottingham 
Bartuo.omew, Roser, Fulham, Licensed Victualler May9 Norman & Co, Lincoln’s 


Deane theie, Grimsthorpe May1 Wright, Cambridge 

Carne., Axx, Nottingham May8 Elborne, Nottingham 

Cuiswect, Saran Evizaneru, Hoxton Sept 29 Hewlett & Co, Gray’s inn 

Cuaisrer, Saran, Catsfield May1 Sheppard, Battle 

Cooxe, Canon Wi11am, Sussex sq Mayill Few & Co, Surrey st 

Coorzn, Gzores, Fulham rd, Auctioneer May1 Harris & Chetham, Finsbury circus 
Cravock, Jouy, North Bradley Dec 30 Cruttwell & Co, Frome 

Crort, Bensamix, Leeds May 15 James, Leeds 

Crome, Jonny Cuanves, Litherland, Draper May1 Husband, Liverpool 

Davies, Davin, Goldhawk rd, Schoolmaster April 27 Thomsons & Co, Cornhill 
Dopmay, Forsy, Southampton, Postmaster May 1 Ejlaby, Southampton 
Eaninotox, Louisa Jann, Newcastle upon Tyne April 29 Arnott & Co, Newcastle upon 


Forester, Georce Townsenp, Admaston, Esq May 31 Potts & Potts, Broseley 
Foster, Joun, Halifax,Gent May 15 Sutcliffes, Hebden Bridge 

Feeemay, Cuances Freperic, Haverhill, Solicitor April 22 Graham, Haverhill 
Ha.sa.t, Epwaap, Southport April 30 Hodge, Southport 

Haatier, Marcarer, Stockport Moor April 30 Bowden, Manchester 

Iitt, Joun, Abergavenny, Tiler May 16 Baker, Abergavenny 

Jouxsox, Eomuxp Caartes, Eaton pl, Esq May13 Caprons & Co, Savile ph 
Jouty, Saran, West Kensington pk May 1 Cole & Jackson, Essex st 

Kesvatt, Joun, Tadcaster, Bricklayer May1 Bromet & Sons, Tadcaster 








Kergisox, Lady Canouixe Mancaret, Berkeley sq April 36 Dawson & Co, Lincoln's in® 
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Lamptoveu, Wittrin, Gt Driffield, Butcher April 30 White, Gt Driffield 

Leace, Gzonoz, Madeley, Brick Manufacturer May 31 Potts & Potts, Broseley 
Lewis, Cuarves Steruex, Balham, Coal Dealer May 10 Wheeler, Queen Victoria st 
Lewis; Daviv Evans, Carmarthen, Esq May 1 Browne, Carmarthe2 
Macxenzix, Exua, Kensington pk gins May 1 Arnold & Henry White, 
Mauiam, Gieare, Hampstead, Solicitor April 17 Mallam & Son, Oxford 
Parsons, Peter, Whitehall, Office Keeper May 24 Laundy, Strand 

Quesye, Many te, Poland st May6é Linklaters, Walbrook 

Rawpaut, Cuarrorrs, Reading May1 Clarke & Co, Gresham house 

Rarro, Joux Louis, South Buckhurst Hill, Esq April 30 Stocken, Lime st 
Suyra, Arcnisatp Jacxsoy, Elsworthy rd, Stockbroker May 1 Brandons, Essex st 
Somuerroy, Sornis, Bristol May 14 Gwynn & Masters, Bristol 

Srexyxx, Lucy, Mellor, Derby May 10 Johnsons, Stockport 

Tay.or, Cornetivs, Patricroft June 28 Simpson & Simpson, Manchester 

Tuomas, Cuanies, Gravesend April 20 Tolhurst & Co, Gravesend 

Tuomas, Ricuarv, Hebden Bridge, Grocer May1 Sutcliffes, Hebden Bridge 
Tarrroy, Rev Witt1am Biscos, Hove May 4 Janson & Co, Finsbury circus 
Vernars, James, Doddenham, Farmer May1 Matthews & Campbell, Worcester 
Wa ter, Jonx, Oldham, Newsagent April13 Sixsmith, Oldham 

‘Wuirenovse, Eow1x, Kingsbury, Farmer May2 Dale & Co, Birmingham 





Gt Marl- 


London Gasette.—Faipay, April 5. 
Arkixson, Jane, Whitley, Northbrid May 6 Brett, Morpeth 
i Bear, WituaM Paitrort, Margate, Farmer May6 Seal, Serjeant’s inn 


Beratxouam, Davin, Aston juxta Birmingham, Wax Vesta Manufacturer May 1 
& Adcock, Birmingham 
Bippey, Marra, Lassbowne gins May15 Rooper & Whately, Lincoln’s inn fields 


Bowen, Hexny, Paddington May15 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

Browne, Ciemext Josern, Upper Norwood, Shipbroker May 4 Scott & Co, Queen st 
Bury, Mancaret, Macclesfield June 24 Withington & Co, Manchester 

Carvert, Groner, Southport, Innkceper May 20 Brabner, Liverpool 

Crowes, Francis, Norwich, Auctioneer May 5 Goodchild, Norwich 

De Cuirrorp, Hitpa Tady, Westminster May 15 Wiog & Du Cane, Gray’s inn 2q 
Drevar, Georce Acustus, Chislehurst, Esq May 10 Coulson, Leadenhall st 
Daiven, James, Wakefield, Jeweller May 6 Pickersgill & Rowlands, Wakefield 
Eves, Bersry, Oxton May8 Steel, Liverpool 

Eowarps, Joun, Fairfield, Superintendent of Telographs May 1 Mackay, Liverpool 
Ewino, Even Evizaperu, Norwich May1 Gilbert, Norwich 
Garpner, Joux, Liverpool May5 H F Neale, 125, Dale st, Liverpool 
Ganryett, Gzorce, Ryde, Gas Engineer May 6 Fardell, Ryde 
Goopwix, CastLe Suitn, Dover, Baker April 20. -Knocker, Dover 
Haywarp, Wixsroye Joux Curtis, Bideford, Esq. 


Price 


May? Nisbett & Co, Lincsln’s inn 
Heatucort, Eowanv, Chapel en le Frith, Lime Merchant. April 20. 
Hispert, Axx, South Hackney. May 20. Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 
Hinst, Ayn Jaye, Liverpoul. May 25 Donnison & Edwards, Liverpool 

Howmes, Janes Josuva, Bermondsey, Gent. April 27. Saffery & Co, Tooley st 
Hoses, Lenver, Loughborough, Labourer May4 Moss, Loughborough 

Horxiss, Axx, Sittingbourne May1 Harris & Harris, Sittingbourne 

Ixonam, Farventcox James, Argyll st, Victualler May6 Roy & Cartwright, Lothbury 
Jackson, Thomas, Leeds May 9 
Karrr, Pavut, Stuttgart, Banker May 1 Rehder & Higgs, Mincing lane 
i Susannanu ~~ Gerrreupe Mary, Prudhoe May 12 


Liv ©... Jouy, Pal saat Mall. Gent May 15 C G Hyde, Pump ct 

Luorp, Taomas, Llanbedrgoch, Gent May 27 Roberts, Bangor 

Macauswat, Parnice, Leicester, Brewer’s Agent July1 Harvey & Clarke, Leicester 
Maxtix, Tnouas, Tyldesley, Gent May17 Carr, Atherton 

men, Sea, Stapenhill, Schoolmaster May 3 Knowles & Evershed, Burton on 
Noort, Rev Joux Freprnice, Frostenden May1 Cooper, Southwold 

Parmer, Joun, Gainsborough, Patternmaker May13 Hayes & Son, Gainsborough 


Lord, Manchester 


Wilson, Ashton under Lyne 


Dees & Thompson, 





| { Pret, Grorer, York pl, Portman sq May6é Gush & Co, Finsbury circus 

Forres, aswante Georcz, Plymouth, Licensed Victualler May 20 Dobell & North, 
ymou 

| Pyxe, Bexsautx Rooxnrs, Bideford May 15 Hepburn & Co, Cheapside 


Reap, Evizasera, Old Ford rd May20 Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 
Rott, Frepznick, Ludgate hill, Solicitor May 4 Harcourt & Co, Ludgate hill 





| Sacar, Joux, Atherton, Clogger May 17 Carr, Atherton 


| Saunpers, Reatxacp Frover, South Kénsington May1 Becher, Bedford row 
Senior, Wittiam Newmas, Bath, Fishmonger May 17 Maule & Robertson, Bath 
Sueiiey, Jutta Marizpa, Brighton May1 Terrell & Co, Gracechurch st 
Squire, Wits, Hanwell, Chemist May 31 Mitchell, Bedford row 
Teurentox, Tuomas Ato, Manchester, Corn Merchant May6 Hulme & Co, Manchester 
Tuomrsox, Hargisoy, Blackheath May 10 Brunskill, Gt James st 
Tresipper, Joun Eowarp, New Kentrd May 13 Watson & Co, Bouverie st 
Visart, Axna Houianp, St Leonards May il Markby & Co, Coleman st 
We tts, E.izasern, Dorking May8 Hart & Co, Dorking 
Wierss, Exrty Hay, Bayswater May 20 Robinson & Wilkios, King Arms rd 


London Gazette.—Tussvay, April 9, 


Asnros, WiLLiAM, _—— 3 Agricultural Implement Manufacturer May 25 Clith- 
erow & Elsey, Horncastl 
Arxixeon, James, Old Bond "4 Perfumer May 20 Wright, Lincoln's inn fields 


Buinss, Sanvet, Bayswater, Builder May 30 Garrard & Co, Pall Ma’l Eact 

Cox, Cartes, Bognor, Baker May 11 Staffinth & Staffinth, Bognor 

Crort, Hangiztr, Wetherby May8 Gray & Dodsworth, York 

Epex, Betsey, Oxton MayS8 Steel, Liverpool 

Fittixcuam, Georce Henry, Newark, Esq May27 Burch & Co, Spring grdns 
Gtanoitm, Witt1am, Hebturn, Durham, Butcher May 1 Aitchison, Newcastle upon 


ae... Joun, Huddersfield, Paint Merchant June1l Bottomley, Huddersfield 
Hanrorp, Freperick, Beckenham, Esq June6 Woolley, Gt Winchester st 

Hits, Lyp1a, Folkestone May 15 Hall, Folkestone 

Horxixs, Wittram, Gloucester, Hotel Proprietor May 1 Crossman & Co, Thornbury 
Horpery, Aytuoxy, Macclesfield, Gent May4 May, Macclesfield 

Jupp, Feepenicx James, Baker st, Licensed Victualler May 20 Tyler, Clement’s inn 


| Kerrcewe ., Frances, Scarborough MayS Gray & Dodsworth, York 





Kseace, Caturrixe Ans, Liverpool May 21 Suter, Liverpool 

Laxoripee, Witt1am Georas, Hastings May7 Ellis & Phillips, Hastings 

Law, Lavra, Kilburn May 9 RBetteley, Finsbury circus 

Luorp, Tuomas, Norwich, Gent May10 Kent & Son, Norwich 

Mackxeyziz, Euma, Kensington pk gins May 1 Arnold & Henry White, Gt Marl- 


borough st , 
Mappock, Exrzasers, Notting Hill May8 Hunters & Haynes, Lincoln’s inn 


Meator, Manurua Jaye, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler May 14 Quiggin & Bros, Liver- 


pool 
Parnricx, Faaxx, Camden Town May 21 Hughes & Co, Budge row 
Renrox, James Hatx, West Brighton, Stock Dealer May15 Hargrove & Cu, Victoriast 


| oqnapecos, Cuaries Eowargp, Leeds, Tanning Material Merchant Muy i Rooke & 


ldgtey, 
Scorr, Evizasera Resecca, Pimlico May 22 Smith & Son, Furnival’s ion 


Saaw, Janez, Lewes,Grocer May 31 Hillman, Lewes 
Surru, Mary Any, Elmore May15 Treasure, Gloucester 


| Svorr, Tuomas, Dewsbury May 11 Ibberson & Pickles, Dewsbury 


| 


Tuomas, Many, Cardiff April24 Leigh & Horley, Cardiff 
Tippimmasx, Mary Ans, Leyton May 9 Betteley, Finsbury circus 


Toovey, Euma, Somersetst May8 ‘Tyrrell & Son, Raymond bidgs 


Warrixctos, Joseru, Halifax, Grocer May 11 Rhodes & Evans, Halifax 
Warrcrvrce, Witttam Heyry, Nottingham May 10 Maples & McCraith, Nottingham 
Wuire, Roverr, Notting hill, Solicitor May 9 Betteley, Finsbury circus 

Wiore.t, Exvizasetnu, Peckham May il J G Heylin, Iverson rd, West Hampstead 
Wiisoy, Henry, Pall Mall, Cigar Importer June1 Herbert, Cork st 


| Youxc, Tuomas, Warwick, Chemist May 6 Calas, Birmingham 


| 





Op anp Rane Fine Insurance Pontcrzs, &c., wanted to complete a 
Collection.—Particulars, »y letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London. — 
[Apvr.] 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazetie—Fripay, April 5. 


AnsreuTuer, Freverick, Pimlico, nas Merchant 
Court PetJani2 Ord A 

» Groner, Goldenhill, ‘Butcher 

Ord April 2 


15 Ord d April 3 
Pet March 30 Ord 
High 


on Hanley Pet 3 Ord April 3 


Extis, Epcar fom, t 


Apil3 Ord April 3 April2 Ord 
Cavite, Henry, Carmarthen, Hotel Proprietor Carmar- : pony 
then Pet April2 Ord April 2 pridd Pet April 1 
Cavey, Apam, » Draper High Court Pet April 3 | 
ht, “ Ww Leeds, Woollen Manufact Roer Woesens Met 
, Jo ILLIAM ooilen Manufacturer | 
Leeds Pet March 90° Ord March 30 dersticld Pet March 2 


Cianke, Ropert, Norwich, Carter Norwich Pet March 
Cover, WALTER, had ae FS Abbey, Saddler Edmonton | 
Dares Mansa Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet April 1 
Davis, Eow ARD, Seen Baker Pontypridd Pet April | 
Davrss, os Awwr, Swansea, Butter Merchant Swan-| 


Evans, Ricuarp itounis, Pontypriad, , Iropmonger Ponty- April1 Ord 

Fanau & Co, C8, ba oe Hop Factors Worcester I’et 

Gansive, Witiiam Hudder: field, Cab Proprietor Hud- 
y ‘rd March 29 


Gay, Caances Jonx, Winchester, Pogntiere Dealer Win- 
chester Pet April 3 Ord April 3 

Hatiamorr, Atrrep, Fancy Dealer Croydon 
Pet April1 Ord April ~ Thies 

| Haut, epee, Birmingban, Tea Merchant Birmingham 
Pet Jan 24 Ord April 2 


| Hitt, Heway, Coventry, Grocer Coventry Pet April 8 
Ord April 8 
sbourer Derby Pet April 3 





Batiey, Wittti Wiixissox, and Jony Assonws, sea Pet March 30 Ord March Hircucoox, Tom, Alfreton, L 
Brynmill, Builders Swansea Pet April Dic rox, TM Clerk in Holy Orders Norwich Pet March Ord April 3 
> a e Sideatie 23 Ord April 3 Bora Ronuer 3 Heyny, Burslem, Beerseller Hanley 
Lake, Jonw Granvicte, High Court Pet §E . Wi ercha: bg 7 1 
Feb 13 Ord April 2 oa yo “Wiyuro Pet April 3 Oc April 3” OO Merchant srocxiag, Joux, Neath, Tailor Neath Pet April 2 Ord 
Buruiver, Wirtay, ad General Dealer Truro Pet 12 


,» Grocer Swindon Pet 







April 2 
Hu.sert, Wint1a" ei Bristol, Butcher Bristol Pet 





Jaurson, CuRisTrorHER ‘Wanal Kingston _— 
Confectioner Kingston upon Hull Pet April 3 


Apri 
Jonah ices: Gouthgert, Boot Dea'er Liverpool Pet 
April 3 Ord April 3 
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wets TS ro, Patan Grocer Dewsbury Pet April 1 

JonEs, f > a ionaa Penygraig, Outfitter Pontypridd 

Pet April 2 Ord April? 

Jowrtt, Hernert, =. Ale Merchant Bradford 
Pet April 8 


p April 3 
Kar, Fé J, {Bread st High Court Pet March 7 Ord 
A 


P 

Morrice, Grorcz Lever, Formby, Clerk Liverpool Pet 
March 20 Ord April1 ‘ 

Naytor, Wiiu1am, Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet April 3 
Ord April 3 

Netrietox, Witi1am, Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper Leeds 
Pet April 1 Ord April 1 

Paton, Georce Barciay Bruce, Bucklersbury, Company 
Promoter High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord April 3 

Puituirs, Hersert, Wellington, Madeley Pet March 30 
Ord March 30 

Pickies, Henny, Bradford, Grocer Bradford Pet Aprill 
Ord April 1 

Pickworts, Cuartes Epwimy Jony, Holloway, Mantle 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Aprili Ord April1 

Pow es, Witt1am, Henley in Arden, Innkeeper Warwick 
Pet ’ April 2 Ord April 2 

Price, Joseru, Waltham Cross, China Merchant Edmon- 
ton Pet April 1 Ord April 1 

Rozinson, Joun, Coatham, Boilersmith Stockton on Tees 
Pet t April 2 Ord April 2 

Searte, WALTER Rican, Sheffield, Currier Sheffield 


Pet April3 Ord April 
Huddersfield Pet 


Suaw, Mary, Huddersfield, Grover 
April3 Ord April 3 

Smart, Watrer, St | me Coal Merchant St Albans 
Pet April1 Ord April 1 

Suiru, Tuomas, Carmarthen, Grocer Carmarthen Pet 
April 1 Ord April 1 

Suirn, Wri, Liverpool, General Merchant Liverpool 
Pet Aprili Ord April 1 

Spivey, Josern, Thirsk, Innkeeper Northallerton Pet 
April1 Ord April 1’ 

a ions Ebbw Vale, Grocer Tredegar Pet April 3 
0: ri 

TowszE, Epa Woking, Farmer Guildford Pet March 6 
Ord March 30 

TunsripGE, WALTER Cees Builder Chelmsford Pet 
March 30 Ord 

Waicut, Joun, Hull, ‘Corn Merchant Kingston upon Hull 
Pet March 6 Ord March 


The a amended notice is substituted od that pub- 
is in the London Gazette of Feb. 1 
Roure, pcs Carrer, Hinxhill, Kent, Piri 
bury Pet Jan 21 Ord Feb 15 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of March 8 :— 
Taytor, Tuomas, Tunstall, Boot Dealer Hanley and Tun- 
stall Pet Feb 28 Ord March 4 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of March 26 :— 
Dorwarp, Davip Kixaxcaupy, Darlington Stockton on 
Tees Pet March9 Ord March 20 
The following amended notice iz substituted +? that pup- 
lished in the London Gazette of April 2 
Wenacey, Wituiam, Bodwin, Jeweller Truro Pet March 
29 Ord March 29 
ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 


Barker, Diapy Hitpyarp, Lichfield, Staffordshire, Capt 
Walsall Rec Ord Jan1 Rese March 20 


Canter- 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Be.tiamy, WiLt1aM Atyrep, Fownhope, Farmer April 13 
at 2.30 2, Offa st, Hereford 

BiscuorswerpgeR, Max, East Stonehouse, Cigar Merchant 
April17 at 11 10, Athenszeum terrace, Plymouth 

Bioxuam, Stuart Cuaru Es, Goudhurst, Surgeon April 19 
4 in Off Rec, 24, Railway ‘approach, London 
sri 

Brown, cei nuR, Epworth, eed Merchant April 17 at 3 
or Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffiel 

CHITTENDEN, Emity Mary, eh April 29 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 149, High st, Rochester 

Curistensen, Atrrep Ferpinaxp, Leeds, Professor of 
Music April 18 ati1l Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Cory, Tuomas, Sketty, Colliery Proprietor April 18 at 12 

Off , 31, Alexan: , Swansea 

Daviss, THOMAS, Swansea, Builder April 17at3 Off Rec, 
31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Fiera, SamvueEL, Carlton, Sausage Maker 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Forspick, Joserx Hu NT, a, Clothier April 17 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

Garsipe, Witt1am, Huddersfield, + pane April 19 at 3 
Off Rec, 6, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Ginss, Hesay Avsert, Birmingham, Egg Merchant April 
1satll 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Graves, Henry cane Goole, Farmer April 17 at 1.45 
Londesborough Arms Hotel, Market pl, Selby 

a" Wituiam Perea we Neath, Builder ‘April 18 at 3 

if Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
ae ™ Henry, Birmingham, "Greengrocer April 22 at 12 
Hrnoz, Winttan, Leeds, Fish Deal 
BRON es er Aprill7at 12 Off 
E Park Ko Leeds a 
G),. oserH, Withington, Farmer A; 19at10 2, 

Offa st, Hereford : “= 

Joxes, WILLIAM, Aberkenfig, Grocer April 19at11 Off 
Rec, 29, Queen st, 

Kaiser, Mark, Edgbaston, Boot Dealer April 19 at 12 
4, New st, Leicester 

Lock woop, Henvenr, Rotherham, Labourer April 17 at 
2.30 Off Rec, lane, Sheffield 


April 17 at 11 


Marniorr, Hexny, New Broad Merchant April 22 at 

a ng nd bidgs, Tatrak PH < r 

or HomMAS, Bromagrove, Oil Dealer 
Off Rec Copenhagen st, Worcester 


» 45, 


April 18 at 





Mu ttey, Figs Nottingham, tog A 18 at 12 Off 
’ St Peter’s Church walk, N 
Ormstoy, Taek teen hemmed Grocer — at 10.30 Off Rec, 
on Tyne 
Parca po ees New Shariston, Grocer April 17 at 11 
Bond ter, Wakefield 


Off Ree, 6, ter, W. 

Perrit, WALTER, Bow, Low Licensed Victualler April 22 at 12 

ERBERT April 17 at 11.30 Off 
St John’s Welington Ap 


PLumRIpaer, Sy = bet ea = iasow, Farmer April 
17 at 12 Off Rec’s Office, 1, St Aldate’s, Oxford 
Pov we on West Smeth Smethwick, Builder April 24 at 2 
Court, West 
Parvo yf p Betardy 2, Fimbury od Solicitor April 22 


hicctees Wits a pamente, Tea Dealer 
April 19 at 11 Bankruptcy prunes | Carey st 


Pui.uirs, 
Rec, 42, 


Tuomas, Apranam Hezexian, Liansamiet, vances Mage 
— April 17 at 12 Off Ree, 31, Al 


wansea 

Wenatey, Wit114m, Bodmin, Jeweller April 13 at 12.30 

Youn I ioe st, Truro ¢ April 22 at 11 

ouNG, Josep. Birmingham, Assistan' 22 al 
23, Colmore row, Birmingham 


The following amended notice is substituted for that 
published in the London Gazette of March 19 :— 
Pacuer, Harman _—, Woodchurch, Farmer aoe 22 
at 12.30 Young & Sons, Bank bldgs, Hastings April 

22at115 


The following amended notices are substituted for those 
published in the London Gazette of April 2:— 
Dorwarp, Davip Kirxcatpy, Darlington April 10 at 3 

Off Ree, 8, rd, Middlesborough 
Siocomss, Joun, Bristol, Builder Aj = 24 atl Off Rec, 
Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 10 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Ayprews, Ricnarp Peemen, be © Salesman 
High Court Pet Feb 

eer 5 Grorar, Goidenhill, pucker Hanley Pet 
April2 Ord April 2 

Batiey, Wittiam Witkinsow, and Jonn Anprews, Bryn- 
mill, Builders Swansea bet April 2 Ord April 2 

Biscnorswerver, Max, Pl th, Cigar Merchant Ply- 
mouth Pet March 9 rd April 2 

Brows, Agraur, Epworth, Potato Merchant Sheffield 
Pet March 28 Ord April 

noes, ee ryt Toolmaker Birmingham Pet 

Bureiver, Wim, —— Tinplate Worker Truro 
Pet 


April 3 Ord April 
en, Hotel Proprietor Carmarthen 


seme ~ Heyry, 
Pet April 2 Ord ‘April. 2 

Crarroys, Jonny WItiiam, ae Soe Manufacturer 
Leeds Pet March 30 Ord 30 

Darer, Marcaret, Leeds, Draper Leeds Pet April1 
Ord April 1 

Davigs, Epwarp, Trealaw, Baker Pontypridd Pet April 
8 Ord April 3 


esa = = Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet Jan 22 
il2 

Davis, Saran Ann, Swansea, Butter Merchant Swansea 
Pet March 30 Ord 


Rowan, Se Liscard, Tailor Liverpool Pet March 

19 

E.uery, a sek panes St Austell, Coal Merchant 
Truro Pet April 3 3 

Exuiort, Samvet, Old Broad st, Joiner High Court Pet 
March 14 Ord March 30 


Evans, Tuomas Davin, Ealing, Builder Brentford Pet 
Feb6 Ord April 2 

Garsipg, Wittiam, Huddersfield, Cab Proprietor Hud- 
derstield Pet March 29 Ord 29 


Gay, Cuaries Jonx, Winchester, Furniture Dealer Win- 
chester Pet April3 Ord April3 

Groxow, Arraur Cornetivs, Newport, Mon, Printer 
Newport, Mon Pet March 12 Ord April 3 

Guoecexnem, Vicror Simon, St Martin’. le Grand, Em- 
broidery Importer High Court Pet Feb 21 Ord 


Hawkes, Frepsrick, Gt Marlow, Saddler 
Pet March 22 Ord April 3 
Haze.t, Eanest Orton, Upper Norwood Croydon Pet 


‘eb 26 
ia, » eeeeam Grocer Coventry Pet April 3 
Hrrencock, Tom pitas, Labourer Derby Pet March 


30 Ord A 
Hopex.soyn, coe Bue, Burslem, Beerseller Hanley 
Pet Aprill Ord fem 
Berea oh SE ‘tailor Neath Pet April 2 Ord 
P 
Hueues, Wituam Huntiey, yr ee st, Solicitor 
Secs Pet Feb 27 Ord April 
, Farmer "katie Pet 


Aylesbury 


Hume, Evisna ae 
Feb 20 Ord April 


JAMESON, ountne Wituiam, Kingston 7, 
Confectioner Kingston upon Huil Pet Ail 8 0 


A 3 
Jes soem, ENON, Grocer Dewsbury Pet Aprili 
Jones, awe, Be Reeeinet, Bett Deke Liverpool Pet 
sore re Bradford, Ale Merchant Bradford 
Kaiser, Marx Boot Dealer 

-_ D Se Birmingham 
Keen, Tuomas, saemal Victualier High Court Pet 

March 20 Ord April 1 
m, Flour Factor High Court 


20 
Konia, FF meee B 
La at agg hog Tana, Coachbuilder High Court 
MBERT, JOHN, 
Pet March 23 


Moncan, ArTaur mae and Tuomas Howarp 
RGAN, oun, Cardiff Pet March 1 


Nayior, Witutam, Leeds, Plumber Leeds Pet April 3 


Ord 
Nerrietor, Wi Leeds, Beerhouse Keeper Leeds 
Pet 1 Ord 


PickuEs, Y, ‘ arccer Bradford Pet April i 
Powe Jom B gig ~~ Be yy Bath, Auctioneers 
Raw ins, betes gy Nite “ae Dealer 
nee om = — Stockton on Tees 
Ropixson, Witutam Liugweutry, ———— Tea Dealer 
Court Pet March 26 Ord April 1 
anes Ban, 5 Huddersfield Pet 
wos Ware, alan, Coal Merchant St Albans 
Suira, ve =I Carmarthen, Grocer Carmarthen Pet 
om, roo aa Paper Merchant Liverpool 
ae ser Ape Aout orks, Innkeeper Northaller- 
bey yx ty + es Mon, Grocer Tredegar Pet 
Ta: Waa ee Builder Chelmsford Pet 


paisa Nana April 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Baxer, Caan.es, Bury, Tailor Bolton PetApril4 Ord 
pasaee y vndets unos HighCourt Pet March 30 Ord 
Bepwe.tt, Wm11aM Henry, Colchester, Harness Maker 
Colchester Pet 8 Ord April 3 
Boots, Luxs, and Eamyne Awyniz pore 
Outfitters Pet April 
Baows, Tuomas Weraovrs, Soutind on 
Chelmsford Pet April3 Ord April 3 
Brwarer, Tuomas, Pattingham, Corn 
on Pet April 4 Ord April 5 
NATHANIBL, Mae = po gt Tailor Wolver- 
Pet March 23 by & April 5 


apt TTHEW, 7 
Davin, fare Boot Maker Tredegar Pet 


D’Arcy, Rromarp, ye Welvertampton, Tailor Wolver- 
6 ord Apeil 6 


Pet 
Est Cuarizs Eve Bef Dentist 
saent . soars. uddersfield, 
aa ~ xe, Joa, a Chaney, Goseat ae Pet April 3 
Pusgout ae Leominster Leominster Pet April 4 
H HUB Gower Auctioneer Court 
-~% = a. am High 
Hanrer Daxint, Buses Canrier Bedford Pet April 5 
Haxrrison _ if Crozisz, Horsforth, Sugar Merchant 
““Leels’ Pet April5 Ord April 5 
ar | J. see, Stonemason Burnley Pet 
Hem, | ae rein Rochdale, Clerk Burnley 
neta J sn Lact Club Proprietor High 
SCHEL, JOSEPH, 
‘Come Pet March 15 Ora April 5 
Hersert, WitiiaM Riomato, James’s High Court 


Pet Jan 10 Ord April 
Hicks, Vincext om 


. 


Handsworth 
“Ord A 
gare 


CaveEx, 


Wits 





i 3 

Rb 
th 
f 
f | 
¢ 


and Jounw Wiuiam oo 
jottingham Pet April 5 Ord 
Pontypridd Pet 
oak Apes Dairyman High 
High Court Pet April 

mp Ord apels selene 2 Carlisle Pet March 
Recnaneg, Sees Sere even, Bee Swan- 


5; 
i 
i 


i 
: 


: 


: 
He 
fae 

iy 


sea April4 Ord 
Seaman, F. -* Asrave, , Milk Dealer York Pet 
Siursox, Jonny, Park Manufacturer High 
Court Pet March 4 (Ord Keri’ 


Sizer, Jonaraan, Waterbeach, Shoemaker Cambridge 





con 


si 
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Marrs, Bax BSamvet {een}, and Samvet Ss#rru (jun), Stafford, 
Pet April4 Ord April 4 


Srocxoat, Races — Leeds, Bulesman Leeds Pet 
April5 Ord April 5 
om Water Atreep, Putney, Lieutenant-Colonel 
Pet March 8 Ord April 4 
dae rw. Aston Cantlow, Farmer Pet 


4 Ord April 4 
Vas Heo, : 


woe age Bow rd, Game Dealer 
March 16 Ord April 4 

Wesson. Sanvet, Se Public-house Manager 
Pet April 1 Ord April 1 


“‘Woovusap, Eowarp Cuarves, Gray’s inn rd, Shopfitter 
High Court April4 Ord Apzil 4 


Warwick 
High Court 
Dudley 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
/Atuoyxp, Jonx Turner, Sleaford, Miller April 18 at 12 
Off Ree, 


JAxstrutuer, Freperick, Pimlico, Wine Merchant April 
23 30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

'Baxen, Cuarves, Bury, Tailor April 16 at il 16, Wood 
st, Bolton 


Warroy, Jonx Henny, GtGrimsby, Grocer April 18 at 11 
ec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Bewyerr, aneete, Gateshead, Cocoa Rooms Proprietors 
andi at 11 Off Ree, Pink lane, Newcastle on 

Buaxe,, thom GRANVILLE, - eed April 23 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Baowy, Tuomas, Earl’s Court, Provi my Merchant 
26 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 

Buu me _ Anrtuur, \ on ‘Architect April 22 
at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Cav er Ava ey Draper April 26at11 Bankruptcy 


April 


—_ te iS Cuanrves, Leeds, Clerk April 19 
t11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Lee< 

Cxssan, Joun Tovu.sonx, Middlesborough, Photographer 
April 17 at 3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

CLARKE, ating 2 Norwich, Carter April 20 at12 Off 

Norwich 

CoLyER, Wate altham Abbey, Saddler April 19at 3 

Off 


‘emple chmbrs, Temple avenue 
De Sees ys 
bldgs 


Queen Victoria st April 23 at 11 
st 

Duwean ILLIAM Snaw, and Joun 

Leeds, Surveyors April 19 at 12 


Bank- 


Eowin Pickarp, 


Off Rec, 22, Park 


row, : 
Evans Josuva, Clydey, Pemb, Grocer April 17 at 11.30 | 


11, Quay st, Carmarthen 


Off Rec, 1 


Gay, CHagLes Joux, Winchester, sm Dealer April | 
17 at3 


Ree, 4, East st, Southampto 
Green, Percy SLEATH, Gros\ enor sq rer 23 at 11 Bank- 
ru bldge, Carey st 
Guocrnnem, Victor Simon, St Martin’s le Grand, Em- 
broidery Importer April 24 at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
a 


Hi, pag Coventry, Grocer April 18 at 11.30 Off 
ertford st, Coventry f 
fe, Jn none Owen, Crewe, Innkeeper April 19 at 4 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 
eat ron, Tox, Higham, F Farmer April 17 at 12 Off Rec, 
re, Der 
Hoxywoom, Bir Jonn ; a Ashford, Kent, Baronet 
April 18 at 11 Saracen’s Head Hotel, Ashford 
Horxcastie, Septinves Witkins, West Ham Park, Provi- 
sion Dealer April 23 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Carey st 

Jowett, Hexpert, Bradford, Ale Merchant April 19 at 11 
Off 31, row, ‘Bradford 

Kimperzey, Josern, Smethwick, Metal Spinner April 24 
at 2.10 County Court, W Bromwich 

Lampert, Joux, Tandridge, Coachbuilder April 24 at 11 
Carey st 


m, Farmer April 18 at 


Lawsoy, Joun Nicuonas, Pasi 
Off 25, J st, Sunderland 
April 16 at 3 Off 


dy, Grocer 


Baskerville, Farmer April 19 at 
1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Moss, Led Leeds, Saddler Aprili8ati2 Off Rec, 22, 


Park Jeune a Pomeee April 18 at 12 Coffee 
vern, oA atford 
Pane Fina uinoole rough, Boot Maker April 23 at 12 


Pst. Wisse Ashton under Lyne, Paint Merchant 
A at3 Ogden’s chmbre, Bridge st, Manchester 

Picks, om, Bradford, Grocer Off 

$1, Manor row, Bradford 

Pow es, Wim, ay ob in Arden, Onno a April 18 
at12 Off Rec, 17 1, Hertford st, Coventry 

— Josern, Enfield W China Merchant April 23 at 

Off Rec, 95, Temple a a Temple avenue 
Raw Tnoxs Stockton on Tees, Corn Merchant April 17 
— , 5, Albert o ~re"er EZ 
Pn mit wan, Burnley ay 2 at 1.30 Exchange 
, Nicholas st, Burn: 


Rorue Freperick Hans, ‘Dedford sq April 18 at 2.30 
Basksuytey bidgs, Carey st 


4d 
Lioyp, Saran, Ton 


April 18 at il 


BCANLAN, pork Arrnur, Selby, Milk Dealer ‘April 19 at 
12.30 peo, York’ 

Suaw, Ba Hi Huddersfield, Grocer April 19 at 3.30 Off 
6, Queen Huddersfield 

Sizer, Joxatnan, Waterbeach, Pescmaler April 18 at 12 

6, , Cambri dge 

Sua, Joun, Wakefield, Labourer April 17 at 10.30 Off 
terrace, Wakefi eld 

Suitn, en, Grocer April 17 at 11 Off 


Sacesogh woe 
y st, Carmarthen 

Suita & Eunert, Forest Cece Builders April 25 at 11 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Care: 

Tuomurson, Bertram H, Sl April 22 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Visey, Grorcr ioeun, Richmond Builder April 19 at 12 
24, Railway approach, London Bridge, S E 
‘aLTens, Gzoncz Henny, Kin; upon Hull, Builder 

” April 18 at 11 Off Ree, Trinity Hoube lane, Hull 








Wages, Tuomas, Oldham, Estate A; jot April 18 at 3 
Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Queen st, Old 

WIirams, Tames, Pontypridd, Builder Aprilléati12 Off 
Ree, Merthyr Tyé 

Waive, Frep, Fulbern rd, Bootmaker April 24 at 12 
Bankruptcy Tait" Carey st 

Waieat, Jons, Hull, Corn Merchant April 18 at 11.30 Off 
Ree, Trinity House lane, Hull 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Banos, Gases: .28, Bury, Tailor Bolton Pet April 4 Ord 


P 

Bepweit, Wittiam Henry, Colchester, Harness Maker 
Colchester Pet April 3 Ord April 3 

Brown, Toomas WeymMovuta, ON and =! Sea, Coal Dealer 
Chelmsford Pet April 2 Ord A 

Cav a Se Bow, Draper High oot Pet April3 Ord 

P' 

Cu. nem Roo, Norwich, Carter Norwich Pet March 15 
rd A 

Cockram, , pill Chasetown, Grocer Walsall Pet March 
20 Ord April 5 

Coorer, Matruew, Cullercoats, Fish Salesman Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet April 5 5 Ord. April 5 

Davies, James, — rie Bootmaker Tredegar Pet 
April 4 Ord April 4 

Dorwarp, Davin KirKkcapy, Detingtes Stocktcn on 
Tees Pet March7 Ord April 1 

Evans, Josaua, Clydey,Grocer Carmarthen Pet April 3 
Ord A pril 3 

F.ierouen, oo Leominster Leominster Pet April 4 

4 

Forsvick, Joseru Hunt, Chester, Outfitter Chester Pet 
March 30 Ord April 6 

Garviner, Jouyx Dovey, Bermondsey, Haulier High Court 
Pet Feb5 Ord April 3 

Harais, Dawniet, Silsoe, Carrier Bedford Pet April 3 
Ord April 5 

Harrisox, Eomunp Crozizr, Leeds, Sugar Merchant Leeds 
Pet April 5 Ord April 5 

Hearsner, James, Nelson, Stonemason Burnley Pet 
Ane 5 Ord April 5 

Hicks, Vincent Crarke, Beckenham, Military Tailor 
Croydoa Pet / ae ¢ Ord April 4 

Hixestox, Perer Owen, Crewe, Innkeeper 
Pet March 13 Ord April 4 


Nantwich 


Horxcast.e, Sepriuvs Wit kins, West Ham pk, Provision 
Dealer High Court Pet March 13 Ord April 3 

Hosrcoop, Wittiam Jony, Morchard aes Licensed 
Victualler Exeter Pet April5 Ord A 

Huss, Toomas Mornis, Sheffield, Tailor Wheffield Pet 
April5 Ord April 5 

Jounsox, Anprew, Winchelsea, Baker Hastings Pet 
April 4 Ord April 4 

Kays, Witi1am, Newcastle on Tyne, + eed Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet Apiil6 Ord April 6 

Macey, Foouas Hype, Aberavyon, Grocer Neath Pet 
April5 Ord April 5 

Mansn, Joszrn, 8t Helens, Builder Liverpool Pet March 
12 Ord April 5 

Mitts, Epwiy, Stretton Baskerville, Farmer Leicester 
Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

Moors, Epear, James Moore, and Jony Wititam Moore, 
mre’ Notts, Hosier Nottingham Pet April5 Ord 

ril 5 

Novres, Jouy, entreritt, Greengrocer Pontypridd Pet 
April 5 Ord Ap ril 

Pater, ALBERT - tll ents, Dairyman High 
Court Pet April5 Ord April 

Pexny, Wittiam, Manchester, Paint Merchant Ashton 
under Lyne Pet March 16 Ord March 30 

Pickworth, Cuartes Epwix Jouns, Hollows 


Maker High Court Pet Rigs sink -Ord Ap 
Queene, J Jpesc, Masson 8, er High Court Pet April 
4 u4 
Raw, Tuomas, Stockton on Ti Gore Mepthent Stockton 
on Tees Pet March 19 A 
Ricuarvs, WILLIAM ais pe ion idien, Farmer Swan- 
sea Pet April 4 sue 4 
ScaxLax, JonN vy Selby, Milk Dealer York Pet 
April5 Ord April 5 
JonaTHay, Waterbeach, Shoemaker Cambridge 
March 27 Ord A 


Sizer, ‘April é 
cate, Wakefield” Wakefield Pet April 4 Ord 
A 4 


we Mantle 


Pet 


P 

Srannore & Co, I, 
Pet Feb 6 Ord A 

Srockpats, Raten - Leeds, Clerk Leeds Pet 
April5 Ord April 5 

Taomas, Apranam Hezexian, Liansamlet, Oiery Pro- 
prictor Neath Pet March 21 Ord April 4 

Wesson, Samvet, Tipton, Public house Manager Dudley 
Pet March 30 Ord April 1 

Woopueap, Epwarp Cuax.es, Gray’s inn rd, Shopfitter 
High Court Pet April4 Ord April 5 





All letters intended er publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it ts requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soirorrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 
5s. 6d. 


ye rg s pl, Merchant High Court , 





9d,, halt law calf, } 
! 


ARRIAGES INSURED AGAINST AC. 
CIDENTS, whether caused by collision, the falling, — 
kicking, or bolting of me Ny or by being run into by other 
Pp. .—CaRniace Insurance 
Couraxy, Luntep, 17, Wall-mall East, London, 8.W. 
Agents wanted. 








TREATMENT OF INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 

Fof Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 

For Terms, &c., apply to 


R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent, 


INEBRIETY. | 
MELBOURNE HOUSE, DANE HILLS, 


LEICESTER. 
Private Home for Ladies. 30 Years’ Experience. 


Excellent References. Terms: 2 to | Guineas weekly 
Medical Athenians : C. & ys a F.R.C.8.Eng., 
4 mu 
For further particulays apply Mr. H. M. Rivey. 


INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND TaE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 
ESTABLISHED 1864 
For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 
Higher Middle Classes suff from the above. Highly 
successful results. Consultin i: Sir BENJAMIN 
WARD ae a Coe M.D., F. Medical Attend- ~ 
ant: Dr. J. ST. T. CLABKE, ree —For terms, &¢., 
apply, Mrs. qeescaat Principal, Tower House, Leicester. 


TREATMENT of INEB2IETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE,” 
ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen under the Acts ag privately. 
2} to 4 Guineas 
Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb..), M.R.C.S. (Eng.). 


FEE 6O GUINEA 


SC OL SHIP “CONWAY” 


TOR, TRAINING 
YOUNG GENTLEMEN 








Terms 





FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 


= _ 2 = THE CAPT., AT.MILLER.R.N. 
ORIENT COMPANY’S PLEASURE CRUISES 


For SPAIN, SIOILY, the ADRIATIO, &c. 

e. ae Cama “ GARONNE,” 3,876 tons register, 3,000 

power, leave London, 20th A —. visiting Capiz 

(fo for Beville, &c.), Tanarrrn, Mataca, Patermo, Ancowa, 

gnice, Trigste, Racusa, Corru, Matta, PuiuPevitee 

(for Constantine), Ataizrs, GipraLtar, arriving at Ply- 

mouth on 28th May, and London, 29th May. Fare for the 
round Cruise, 39 days, 55 guineas. 

Lonpon to Venice, calling at Capiz, Tanaizr, MauaGa, 
Pavermo, and Ancona. Fare, including first class railway 
ticket from Venice to London, 21 days, 35 guineas. 

Venice to Lonpon, calling at Trizsrz, Racusa, Conru, ~ 
Matra, Puitirrevititz, ALorers, and Giskavtar. Fare, 
including first class railway ticket, London to Venice, 2% 
ae 87 guineas. 

band, electric light, electrie bells, hot and cold 7 
bet h-class cuisine. 


Managers: F. Green & Co. ; 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 


For passage apply to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch«" 
avenue, London, E.C.; or to the West-end Branch Office, - 
16, Cockspur-street, 8.W. 


EDE AND SON, 


RoBE 4 fei maKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majeu, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of # 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 





Anderson, Anderson, & Co, 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Clergy Ge 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDO! 


To 











